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PREFACE. 


I HAVE  carefully  examined  the  testimony  in  the  case  of  Jos^  Y.  Li- 
mantour,  claimant  to  fifteen  thousand  acres  of  land  in  and  near  the 
city  of  San  Francisco,  and  am  satisfied  that  the  judgment  of  the  Board 
of  United  States  Land  Commissioners,  confirming  this  claim,  will,  in  all 
probabihty,  be  affirmed  in  the  United  States  District  Court  and  by  the 
United  States  Supreme  Court ; that,  as  a matter  of  law  and  evidence, 
the  claimant  has  a right  to  such  confirmation  and  affirmation ; that 
his  claim  is  good  and  valid  on  its  moral  merits  as  contradistinguished 
from  the  legal ; that  it  is  the  interest  of  the  people  of  San  Francisco 
to  have  a clear  understanding  of  the  case  ; that  the  conviction  in  the 
public  opinion  of  California  that  the  claim  is  a forgery  and  that  all  the 
principal  witnesses  are  perjurers,  is  without  good  foundation,  and  very 
unjust ; and  that  the  final  confirmation  of  the  claim  will  not  be  so 
prejudicial  to  the  interests  of  our  city  and  citizens  as  has  been  gener- 
ally supposed.  And  I think  I can  convince  all  impartial  and  reasona- 
ble men,  who  see  fit  to  read  this  pamphlet  attentively,  that  these  con- 
clusions are  right. 

There  certainly  should  be  a desire  among  the  people  to  know  the 
truth  in  regard  to  the  claim.  The  Limantour  suit  is  one  of  the  most 
important  now  in  progress  in  the  world, — the  land  in  question  being 
about  twenty-five  square  miles,  a considerable  part  of  it  lying  in  the 
present  business  portions  of  the  city,  and  far  more  lying  in  what  will 
be  the  heart  of  the  city  in  twenty  years  more  ; the  whole  tract  being 
variously  valued  at  from  $5,000,000  to  $10,000,000,  and  rapidly  in- 
creasing in  value.  And  should  it  appear  after  all  that  the  claim  is  a 
fraud,  and  the  witnesses  perjured,  I do  not  hesitate  to  say  that  it  will 
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be  the  most  remarkable  case  of  the  kind  to  be  found  in  the  records  of 

jurisprudence.  . . • ^ x 

I do  not  propose  to  discuss  the  questions,  whether  it  is  consistent 
with  the  fundamental  and  abstract  principles  of  justice  that  one  man 
should  be  alile  to  accumulate  more  property  than  falls  on  an  average 
to  a hundred  thousaud  of  his  fellow-citizens,  or  whether  it  is  beneficial 
to  the  interests  of  the  State  that  one  man  should  possess  such  a dis- 
proportionate wealth.  We  live  under  laws  which  we  oui'selves  have 
enacted,  and  by  which  we  are  bound,  in  honesty  and  honor,  to  be  gov- 
erned until  we  give  fair  notice  of  their  abrogation,  and  of  the  institu- 
tion of  a new  order  of  things.  By  the  enactment  of  those  laws,  we 
have  promised,  in  general  terms,  to  respect  the  rights  of  property 
acipiired  under  them ; and  by  these  laws  we  have  promised  in  special 
terms  to  respect  and  protect  the  title  to  property  in  California  acquired 
under  the  Mexican  dominion,  and  valid  under  the  Mexican  laws. 

The  purpose  of  this  pamphlet  is  to  present  briefly  the  mam  points  of 
the  moral  and  legal  merits  of  the  Limantour  claim,  and  of  the  pecum- 
ary  interests  involved  in  it.  Much  matter  interesting  to  the  general 
reader  might  be  obtained  from  the  history  of  the  case,  and  the  testi- 
mony on  record  relating  to  it ; but  I have  sought  to  avoid  everything 
which  does  not  bear  directly  and  with  weight  on  the  practical  questions 
of  the  law  and  the  profits.  Those,  who  after  glancing  over  this  pamph- 
let, may  wish  to  look  further  into  the  testimony,  will  find  it  all  printed 
and  bound  in  the  ^Mercantile  Library  of  this  city ; but  as  the  volume 
is  a large  one  (of  about  five  hundred  pages)  contaimng  much  irrele- 
vant testimony,  with  comparatively  little  evidence  scattered  about  ir- 
regularly and  not  easily  found,  it  is  likely  that  most  readers  will  obtam 
little  satisfaction  from  the  book  without  the  assistance  of  this  abstract. 
A number  of  witnesses  are  yet  to  be  examined  on  both  sides,  and 
months  or  even  a year  may  pass  before  the  closing  of  the  case  ; but 

the  remainder  of  the  testimony  will  be  published  in  the  newspapers, 
and  its  force  can  be  easily  understood,  with  the  exposition  here  given  of 
the  evidence  heretofore  taken. 

In  giving  the  testimony,  it  is  arranged  for  and  against  the  claim, 
beginning  with  the  most  important  witnesses,  and  without  regard  to 
the  order  of  time  in  which  the  depositions  were  taken. 

San  Francisco,  Oct.  0th,  1857. 


J.  S.  II. 
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Jose  Yves  Limantour  is  a native  of  Brittany  in  France,  where 
he  lived  until  mature  manhood.  He  went  to  Mexico  in  1831,  and  af- 
ter having  followed  the  profession  of  a trader  and  merchant  in  various 
parts  of  the  Republic,  he  started,  in  1841,  with  a small  schooner  to 
trade  along  the  coast  of  California.  In  October  of  that  year  he  enter- 
ed the  Bay  of  San  Francisco,  but  left  his  schooner  a wreck  on  the 
Punta  de  los  Reyes.  He  remained  nearly  a year  at  the  pueblo  of 
Yerba  Buena — which  has  since  then  grown  to  be  the  city  of  San  Fran- 
cisco,— and  thus  had  an  excellent  opportunity  to  see  the  country  in 
its  vicinity.  While  here,  a vessel  belonging  to  the  Hudson’s  Bay  Com- 
pany came  into  the  harbor,  bringing  with  it  Mr.  D.uflot  de  Maufras, 
then  an  agent  of  the  French  Government  and  now  an  author  of  high 
reputation  in  France.  This  gentleman  met  Mr.  Limantour  and  advis- 
ed him  to  obtain  land  here  if  possible  ; saying  the  time  was  not  very 
far  distant  when  the  land  about  the  Bay  of  San  Francisco  would  rise 
greatly  in  value.  In  January,  1843,  Mr.  Limantour  entered  the  Bay 
of  San  Pedro  with  another  small  schooner,  obtained  from  General  Val- 
lejo, and  named  the  “Fanny,”  after  that  gentleman’s  eldest  daughter. 
At  San  Pedro  he  received  a letter  from  Gov.  Micheltorena,  then  at 
Los  Angeles,  soliciting  him  for  money.  Limantour  supplied  him  with 
money  and  goods  and  in  return  obtained  a grant  of  a large  amount  of 
land  adjoining  the  pueblo  of  Yerba  Buena  ; and  he  took  the  precau- 
tion of  having  the  grant  approved,  in  the  course  of  the  same  year,  by 
the  Supreme  Government  (then  clothed  with  absolute  power)  at  Mex- 
ico, whither  he  went  soon  after  obtaining  the  grant.  He  returned  to 
California,  in  1844,  and  again  in  1847.  This  last  visit  was  not  with- 
out its  dangers.  Col.  Fremont  was  told  that  Limantour  had  brought 
a cargo  of  arms  for  the  use  of  the  native  Californians,  and  sent  an  ex- 
press’to  Commodore  Biddle  who  despatched  the  U.  S.  Sloop  of  war  War- 
ren, after  the  French  gentleman.  The  Warren  caught  Limantour  at 
San  Pedro,  but  when  the  Americans  got  aboard  there  were  no  arms  or 
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ammunition  to  be  found,  and  Limantour  escaped  with  an  uninjured 
neck,  but  very  considerably  frightened,  lie  soon  after  returned  to 
Me.vico.  There  he  was  wealthy,  had  high  credit  with  the  wealthiest 
banking  houses  in  the  country,  was  in  favor  with  the  highest  officials  of 
the  Government,  and  was  able  to  make  a great  deal  of  money.  He 
was  then  worth  about  $300,000  in  hard  cash,  and  was  making  about 
$30,000  per  year,  clear  of  all  expenses. 

When  the  Government  was  in  the  greatest  want  of  money,  about 
the  time  of  making  the  treaty  of  Guadalupe  Hidalgo,  Limantour  was 
the  first  great  capitalist  to  assist  it.  On  the  14th  June,  of  that  year, 
a law  was  passed  to  put  a stop  to  all  payments  by  the  Government, 
and  about  October  a special  and  exceptional  law  was  passed  for  Liman- 
tour’s  benefit,  providing  that  he  should  be  paid  $180,000,  that  he,  a 
foreigner,  should  be  the  first  and  most  favored  creditor  of  the  nation. 
Of  course  Mr.  Limantour,  as  a great  capitalist,  had  access  to  the  high- 
est society  of  Mexico,  and  it  was  probably  merely  by  virtue  of  his 
wealth  that  he  became  acquainted  with  Gen.  Persifer  Smith  who,  in 
1848,  gave  him  a letter  of  introduction  or  recommendation,  to_  Gov. 
Mason — Limantour  having  some  thought  at  that  time  of  coming  to 
California.  But  the  great  importance  of  his  business  in  Mexico,  and 
the  supposed  inferior  importance  of  his  business  in  California  for,  as 
he  says,  he  did  not  believe,  in  1850,  that  his  land  was  worth  more 
than  $50,000  or  $00,000— a knowledge  of  the  disorderly  state  of  soci- 
ety in  California,  and  the  want  of  the  luxuries  of  life  there,  to  which  he 
had  been  accustomed,  induced  him  to  remain  where  he  was.  Besides, 
his  mother,  then  very  aged,  and  a widow,  wrote,  begging  him  to  come 
home  and  see  her  once  more  ; and  so  he  went  in  October  1850,  and 
returned  in  July  1851  ; and  atter  staying  about  sixteen  months  m 
Mexico,  he  arrived  in  San  Francisco  in  November,  1852. 

His  claim  was  presented  to  the  Land  Commission  on  the  3d  Feb- 
ruary 1853,  and  was  received  by  the  press  and  the  public  with  such 
charges  of  fraud  and  forgery  as  might  have  been  expected  under  the 
circumstances.  The  people  of  San  hrancisco,  as  a body,  had  ne\er 
heard  of  Limantour  or  his  claim,  and  taking  it  tor  granted  that  if  he 
had  really  had  a good  title  to  the  land  he  would  not  have  remained 
away,  for  four  long  years,  and  have  neglected  to  appoint  an  agent  to 
attend  to  his  interests,  or  even  to  give  notice  through  the  papers  that 
he  laid  claim  to  a large  tract  of  land  which  was  an  imiiortant  portion 
of  the  world-famous  city  of  San  Francisco,  they  presumed  the  claim 
to  be  a fraud  and  the  claimant  a forger ; and  the  presumption  freely 
declared  through  the  newspapers  was  soon  received  as  a tact  reasona- 
bly proved,  and  the  public  opinion  has  remained  fixed  from  that  time 
to  this — more  than  four  years  and  a half. 

Gen.  .lames  Wilson,  iirincipal  attorney  for  the  claimant,  took  Ins 
testimony  without  haste,  as  the  witnesses  were  convenient,  and  at  the 
end  of  1853  was  ready  to  submit  the  case,  lii  the  beginning  of  1854 
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he  published  a pamphlet  of  eighty  pages,  containing  a translation  of 
the  petition  and  title  and  certificates  of  the  genuineness  of  the  signa- 
tures by  the  chief  clerk  of  the  Mexican  Ministry  of  Foreign  Relations, 
and  copies  of  the  depositions  of  Jimeno,  Gomez,  Richardson,  Hartnell, 
Abrego,  Arce  and  Prudon.  But  the  attorneys  for  the  United  States 
were  not  ready  to  submit  the  case,  nor  were  they  ready  for  two  years 
after  that  date,  and  asked  further  time  which  was  granted,  until  at 
last  the  patience  of  the  Commission  was  exhausted,  and  they  con- 
firmed the  claim  on  the  22d  January,  1856 — three  years  after  the 
beginning  of  the  suit.  To  justify  the  confirmation,  they  delivered  a 
long  and  elaborate  opinion,  reviewing  the  whole  evidence,  and  declar- 
ing that  its  weight  is  “ decidedly  with  the  claimant,”  Thompson  agree- 
ing with  Felch  who  wrote  the  opinion. , Up  to  this  time  the  theory  of 
those  opposing  the  claim,  was  that  the  signatures  of  Bocanegra  and 
Micheltorena  were  forged,  and  the  opinion  of  the  Board  shows  that 
they  had  heard  no  other  ground  of  defense.  But  about  two  months 
after  the  delivery  of  the  opinion,  Mr.  Jouan,  an  open  enemy  of  Liman- 
tour,  who  almost  from  the  commencement  of  the  suit,  had  declared  the 
claim  to  be  fraudulent,  came  forward  and  testified  that  the  title  was 
written  at  Mexico  in  1852,  and  that  Micheltorena  and  Bocanegra  were 
parties  to  the  fraud. 

In  July  1856,  S.  W.  Inge,  formerly  U.  S.  District  Attorney  in  San 
Francisco,  was  in  Mexico,  and  made  arrangement  on  behalf  of  the  U. 
S.  Government,  with  Messrs.  Jacomet  and  Cripps — witnesses  who 
were  expected  to  corroborate  the  testimony  of  Jouan — to  come  to  San 
Francisco,  and  bear  witness  in  the  case  ; the  former  to  receive  $13,- 
000  and  the  latter  $10,000  in  consideration  of  such  coming.  In  De- 
cember Jacomet  appeared  in  San  Francisco  and  gave  his  testimony, 
corroborative  of  that  of  Jouan,  and  to  the  effect  that  the  title  was 
forged  in  1852,  at  Limantour’s  house  in  Mexico,  having  been  written 
by  Mr.  Letanneur,  and  signed  by  Micheltorena  and  Bocanegra.  It 
happened  that  Letanneur  was  then  in  San  Francisco,  and  he  was  soon 
before  the  Grand  Jury  of  the  county,  and  there  he  confessed,  or  it  is 
alleged  that  he  confessed,  the  whole  crime. 

It  was  now  supposed  by  the  public  that  the  whole  fraud  was  dis- 
covered, and  effectually  foiled,  and  that  the  witnesses,  who  must  have 
been  perjured,  would  flee  or  confess  their  crime.  Liraantour  himself 
was  indicted  for  forgery  and  perjury,  arrested  and  imprisoned.  He 
was  let  out  on  giving  bail  for  $3.5,000,  and  when  soon  after  he  went 
off  to  Mexico  it  was  supposed  that  he  was  lucky  to  get  off  so  easily, 
and  that  he  would  be  careful  not  to  show  himself  soon  again  in  San 
Francisco.  And  yet  in  a few  months  after — that  is  in  July,  1857 — he 
again  appeared,  bringing  with  him  two  high  Mexican  officials  ; one 
congressman  from  California  in  1844  and  1845,  the  other  judge  of  the 
Superior  Court  of  Mexico  ; — the  former  to  testify  directly  to  the  gen- 
uineness of  the  grant  having  been  made  at  the  alleged  date,  and  the 
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other  to  testify  that  Jacomet  had  committed  perjury.  These  witnesses 
were  followed  by  eight  others  (and  more  a coming)  who  swore  to  hav- 
ing heard  of  the  grant  and  its  boundaries,  from  various  sources  and  at 
A arious  times  from  1844  till  1850.  All  these  witnesses,  aware  that  the 
whole  “ fraud  ” had  been  shown  up,  came  forward  to  testily  in  its  favor 
with  unblushing  confidence — to  mend  a bursted  bubble — knowing  well 
the  powerful  interests  and  the  legal  tact  and  ability  opposed  to  them, 
and  the  severity  of  that  gi’eat  Vigilance  Committee  which  has  made 
itself  world-famous  by  administering  justice  and  bidding  defiance  to 
legal  and  constitutional  formulas.  And  these  people  who  came  for- 
ward to  turn  a confessed  falsehood  and  fraud  into  a true  and  honorable 
transaction,  Avere  mostly  persons  of  known  respectability  and  intelli- 
gence, whose  testimony  the  U.  S.  District  Attorney  has  made  no  at- 
temjjt  to  impeach. 

Such  is  the  position  of  the  case  now.  Letanneur  is  here  and,  as  I 
am  told,  is  ready  to  testify  that  he  knows  nothing  of  any  forgery  ; 
that  when  before  the  Grand  J ury  he  thought  himself  before  the  Vigi- 
lance Committee,  thought  his  last  hour  nigh,  was  in  great  terror,  that 
he  was  reported  to  say  things  which  he  did  not  say,  and  that  whatever 
he  may  have  said,  all  that  implied  any  kuoAvledge  of  forgery  or  fraud 
about  the  Limautour  title  is  false. 

When  a remark  Avas  made  to  Limantour  aboxit  the  absurdity  of 
his  conduct — he,  a shrewd  and  successful  and  very  wealthy  Wsi- 
ncss  man — in  coming  to  San  Francisco,  after  the  Avhole  fraud  of  his 
title  had  been  exposed,  and  Avhen  he  was  under  indictment  for  great 
crimes,  Avhen  the  people  Avere  greatly  excited  against  him,  Avhile  the 
ATgilance  Committee  wore  still  in  possession  of  the  actual  if  not  of  the 
nominal  poAver,  he  ro’plied  that  his  conduct  Avas  very  foolish  if  he  Avere 
guilty  of  the  alleged  fraud,  but  Avas  not  foolish  at  all  if  he  Avere  inno- 
cent: and  he  added:  “Jc  voudrais  mieux  etre  peudu,  (jne  passer 
}»our  faussaire,” — “ I would  rather  be  hanged  than  pass  for  a for- 
ger.” And  under  the  circumstances  these  Avere  not  empty  AA  ords. 

In  185:’),  1854  and  1855,  Messrs.  Chittenden  and  Simpson  Avere 
associateil  Avith  Gen.  James  Wilson,  as  attorneys  for  Limantour  ; since 
1855,  Messrs.  Whitcomb,  Pringle  and  Felton  are  associated  Avith  Gen. 
IVilson.  Felton  and  Whitcomb  attend  to  the  case  in  the  courts,  and 
Wilson  superintends  the  compromises  and  general  nnuiagemont  of  the 
claim.  The  attorneys  against  Limantour  are  Peter  Della  Torre  in 
behalf  of  the  United  States,  William  Blanding  on  behalf  of  the  city  of 
San  Francisco,  and  J.  J.  Williams  on  behalf  of  the  adveise  jiropertv 
holders. 


TESTIMONY  FOR  LIMANTOUR. 


WHAT  THE  CLAIMANT  AVERS. 

The  attorneys  for  ■ the  claimant  aver  that  Limantour  was  in  Los 
Angeles  in  January  1843  ; that  Micheltorena  was  there,  in  great  want 
of  money,  and  applied  for  aid  to  Limantour  ; that  the  latter  furnished 
it ; that  he  then  asked  for  a grant  of  vacant  land  at  Yerba  Buena  ; 
that  Micheltorena  directed  his  Secretary,  Jimeno,  to  inquire  whether 
the  land  was  public  property  ; that  Arce,  Sub-Secretary,  wrote  a let- 
ter and  Jimeno  signed  it  and  addressed  it  to  Richardson,  then  Captain 
of  the  Port  of  San  Francisco,  making  such  inquiries  ; that  within  a 
few  weeks  afterwards  Micheltorena  ordered  the  title  to  be  issued  as 
prayed  for ; that  the  title  was  made,  and  signed  by  Micheltorena ; 
that  it  was  approved  at  Mexico  by  the  General  Government,  acting  by 
the  hand  of  Jos6  Maria  Bocanegra,  then  Minister  of  Foreign  and  Do- 
mestic Affairs  ; and  that  all  these  acts  were  done  in  the  year  1843. 


THE  TESTIMONY  IN  FAVOR  OF  LIMANTOUR. 

§1. — Jose  Maria  Bocanegra. — Bocanegra  was  Minister  of  For- 
eign and  Domestic  Relations  in  1843,  and  as  such,  had  the  supervis- 
ion of  the  matters  relating  to  Colonization  and  grants  of  land,  belong- 
ing to  the  General  Government.  He  is  stiU  alive  and  says  the 
Limantour  title  is  good.  He  has  not  made  deposition  in  this  case,  but 
his  signature  giving  the  approval  of  the  Supreme  Government  to  the 
grant  is  admitted  to  be  genuine,  though  the  opponents  of  the  claim 
say  the  title  was  forged  in  1852,  and  the  signature  was  then  placed 
on  it  by  Bocanegra,  who  was  a party  to  the  fraud. 

§2. — Manuel  Micheltorena. — Micheltorena  was  Governor  of  Cali- 
fornia in  1843,  at  the  time  the  grant  purports  to  have  been  made  and 
his  signature  is  found  as  that  of  the  grantor  on  the  title.  He  has  not 
appeared  as  a witness  to  depose  in  the  case,  but  his  signature  is  admit- 
ted to  be  genuine, — the  opponents  of  the  claim  asserting  that  he  also 
in  1852  signed  the  title  just  then  forged. 

On  the  20th  May,  1852,  Micheltorena  gave  Limantour  a certificate 
that  he  had  made  various  grants  of  land  in  California  to  him  in  the 
years  1843  and  1844 ; and  the  Chief  Clerk  in  the  Mexican  Ministry 
of  Foreign  Affairs  certified  to  the  genuineness  of  the  signature  on  the 
29th  October,  1852. 

§3. — Manuel  Castanares. — Don  Manuel  Castanares  was  Collector 
of  Customs  at  Monterey,  in  1843,  and  in  that  capacity  was  called  upon 
to  sign  the  stamped  paper  used  in  making  petitions  and  grants  for 
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laud.  He  has  made  deposition  in  this  case.  He  testifies  that  his 
signature  or  flourish  on  the  Limantour  grant  is  genuine,  and  was  made 
in  1843.  He  testifies  also  that  in  1844,  he  was  deputy  from  Califor- 
nia to  the  Me.vican  Congress,  and  intended,  in  that  capacity,  to  bring 
in  bills  to  remove  the  Custom  House  from  i\Ionterey  to  San  Francisco, 
and  to  establish  a Naval  School,  and  a Navy  Yard  at  the  latter  place  ; 
b\it  on  speaking  of  these  projects  to  Limantour,  the  latter  showed  his 
titles  to  a large  tract  of  land  in  or  adjoining  the  towm,  and  to  the 
islands  in  the  bay,  whereupon,  since  the  possession  of  such  lands  by  a 
foreigner  would  give  too  great  facilities  for  smuggling,  he  (Castanares) 
abandoned  his  schemes.  He  recollects  distinctly,  that  in  Limantour’s 
title  to  land  at  Yerba  Buena,  the  land  granted  was  described  as  ex- 
tending from  Rincon  Point  to  l\Iission  Creek.  In  February,  1843,  the 
witness  received  a letter  from  Micheltoreoa,  stating  that  he  had  receiv- 
ed some  money  on  account  of  the  Government,  from  Limantour,  and 
asking  him,  Castanares,  to  write  to  Santa  Anna  (President)  Tornel 
(Minister  of  War)  and  Bocanegra  (Minister  of  Foreign  and  Domestic 
Affairs)  to  solicit  them  to  approve  the  grants  of  land  made  to  Liman- 
tour in  consideration  of  his  supplies  of  money,  and  Castanares,  being 
on  intimate  terms  with  those  high  officials,  made  such  request  of  them, 
though  he  did  not  then  know  what  the  grants  were.  In  December, 
1843,  lie  received  replies  from  the  persons  to  whom  he  had  Avritten, 
saying  that  his  request  had  been  complied  with. 

§4 — Manuel  Jimeno. — ManuelJimeno  ivas  Secretary  to  Governor 
Micheltorena,  in  Januaiy  1843  ; and  knoivs  that  Micheltorena  obtained 
some  merchandize  from  Limantour,  there  and  at  that  time  ; and  Liman- 
tour asked  for  a grant  of  land  at  Yerba  Buena,  and  he,  as  Secretary, 
wrote  to  some  officials — he  does  not  recollect  whom — asking  Avhether 
the  land  petitioned  for  was  vacant.  He  left  Los  Angeles,  while  INIich- 
eltorena  and  Limantour  were  still  in  negotiation,  and  does  not  know 
whether  the  grant  ivas  made,  and  never  heard  jSIicheltorena  or  Liman- 
tour say  it  had  been  made. 

§5. — Francisco  Arce. — Francisco  Arce  was  Chief  Clerk  in  the 
office  of  the  Territorial  Secretary,  in  January  1843,  and  in  that  ca- 
pacity and  at  that  time  wrote  a letter  to  Wm.  A.  Richardson,  Captain 
of  the  Port  of  San  Francisco,  inquiring  whether  the  land  described  in 
the  jietition  of  Limantour,  was  public  property.  This  letter  Avas  signed 
by  Jimeno.  It  Avas  a matter  of  common  notoriety,  that  Limantour  Avas 
then  furnishing  money,  goods  and  provisions  to  Micheltorena,  for  the 
use  of  his  troops. 

§t). — Wm.  a.  Richardson. — Wm.  A.  Richardson  was  Captain  of 
the  Port  of  San  Francisco,  from  1835  till  1844.  He  kneAv  Limantour. 
I'hc  letter  purporting  to  have  been  addressed  by  Jimeno  to  Richard- 
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son,  asking  whether  the  land  asked  for  by  Limantour  was  vacant,  was 
identified  b^y  Richardson  as  being  genuine,  and  as  having  been  received 
by  him,  in  January  1843  ; and  he  testified  that  he  had  replied  to  it, 
saying  the  land  was  vacant.  Shortly  after  this  correspondence,  De 
Haro  told  Richardson  that  Limantour  had  got  a grant  of  the  land  ; and 
in  1844  and  1847,  when  Limantour  was  in  Yerba  Buena,  Ridley  told 
Richardson  that  Limantour  was  making  a great  fuss  about  his  lands. 

§7. — Jose  Abrego. — Jos4  Abrego  was  Commissary  under  the  Ad- 
ministration of  Micheltorena,  in  1843,  and,  in  that  capacity,  all  Mi- 
cheltorena’s  accounts  passed  through  his  hands.  From  them  he  knew 
that  Limantour  furnished  goods  to  the  amount  of  170,000  or  $80,000, 
to  Micheltorena,  from  1843  to  1845,  and  was  repaid  principally  by 
drafts  on  Mazatlan  or  Mexico  ; but  for  $6,000  or  more,  he  received 
payment  by  grants  of  land  in  Upper  and  Lower  California  ; and  he, 
Abrego,  wrote  a certificate  about  March  1843,  in  the  name  of  Michel- 
torena, stating  that  he  had  received  this  money,  and  had  given  such 
grants  for  it ; which  certificate,  was  to  be  used,  as  Limantour  said  at 
the  time,  for  the  purpose  of  inducing  the  Supreme  Government  to  con- 
firm Micheltorena’s  acts  in  the  premises. 

§8. — Victor  Prudon. — Victor  Prudon  was  Lieut.  Colonel  in  the 
Mexican  Army,  in  January,  1843,  and  was  at  Los  Angeles  with  Mi- 
cheltorena. At  that  time  Gov.  Micheltorena  was  very  short  of  funds, 
and  sent  Prudon  to  San  Pedro  with  a letter  directed  to  Limantour 
asking  for  money.  He  read  this  letter  to  Limantour ; and  testified 
that  the  genuine  and  original  letter  is  ofiered  in  evidence  in  this  case. 
In  discussing  the  letter  of  Micheltorena  with  Limantour,  the  latter  said 
he  intended  to  ask  for  a grant  of  all  the  vacant  land  at  Yerba  Buena. 
Prudon  then  translated  into  Spanish  a petition  from  Limantour  to 
Micheltorena,  for  the  land  at  Yerba  Buena,  and  he  afterwards  saw  that 
petition,  as  copied  by  Limantour,  with  an  order  written  on  it  by  Mich- 
eltorena, directing  that  the  title  be  made  out. 

§9. — Jose  Rafael  Gonzalez. — Josd  Rafael  Gonzalez  testified  that 
after  Micheltorena  arrived  at  Monterey,  (in  1844  or  1845)  he  told 
him  (Gonzalez)  that  he  (Micheltorena)  had  granted  a large  tract  of 
land  at  Yerba  Buena,  to  Limantour,  in  payment  for  a debt  due  by  the 
Government ; and  he  added  that  the  grant  had  been  approved  by  the 
Supreme  Government  at  Mexico. 

§10. — Vicente  Perfecto  Gomez. — Vicente  Perfecto  Gomez,  was 
a Clerk  in  the  office  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Territory,  in  February, 
1843,  and  recorded  the  title  of  Limantour  in  a book.  It  was  a mat- 
t.-r  of  common  conversation,  at  that  time,  among  the  officers  under 
Micheltorena,  that  he  had  given  the  best  port  in  the  country  to  a 
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number  of  titles  to  land  in  California,  bought  bj  Mr.  Lim'antour ; and 
spoke  of  them  as  very  valuable,  particularly  the  Yerba  Buena  title. 

§17. — Louis  Bonvalot. — Louis  Bonvalot,  formerly  a merchant, 
and  now  a money-lender  of  San  Francisco,  testifies  that  he  was  in  the 
city  of  Mexico  in  1849,  and  heard  Limantour  say,  that  according  to 
report  the  Americans  were  building  on  his  land  at  San  Francisco. 

§18. — Claudius  Fricon. — Claudius  Fricon,  now  a resident  of 
Stockton,  was  in  Mexico  in  1847  and  1848,  and  in  one  of  those  years 
had  a conversation  with  Limantour,  wherein  the  latter  spoke  of  his 
title  to  land  at  Yerba  Buena  and  the  Mission,  and  showed  his  title  to 
Fricon,  who  did  not  examine  it,  feeling  no  interest  in  the  subject. 

§19. — Armand  Guyol. — Armand  Guyol,  a native  of  St.  Louis,  Mo., 
a resident  in  San  Francisco  since  1852,  a notary  public  in  1854  and 
1855,  and  the  sheriff’s  book-keeper  in  1856  and  1857,  heard  of  the 
Limantour  claim  in  1850,  and  in  September  of  that  year  he  left  San 
Francisco  Avith  the  intention  of  trying  to  get  the  agency  of  the  land, 
lie  went  to  Guaymas,  and  started  for  the  city  of  Mexico,  but  while  on 
the  way  heard  that  Limantour  had  gone  to  Europe. 

§20. — Jose  Jesus  Pico. — Jos^  Jesus  Pico  is  a ranchero,  fifty-one 
years  of  age,  resides  in  San  Luis  Obispo  county.  In  1843,  Governor 
Micheltorena,  when  on  his  way  from  Los  Angeles  to  Monterey,  stopped 
at  the  house  of  the  witness  for  five  days  ; and  the  witness  supplied  him 
with  cattle,  flour,  frijoles  and  other  provisions,  and  with  carts  for  the 
sick  and  weary  of  his  troops — the  whole  services  and  goods  being  of 
the  value  of  fl,500.  The  witness  furnished  four  cart  loads  of  pro- 
visions, and  sent  his  own  vaqueros  to  take  charge  of  fifty  head  of  cat- 
tle, furnished  by  him.  Micheltorena  promised  to  pay  him  for  these 
supplies  with  money  to  be  received  from  Josd  Y.  Limantour,  for  land 
granted  to  him  (Limantour)  in  San  Francisco  and  neighborhood,  by 
Micheltorena — which  grants  were  made  to  obtain  supplies  for  his 
troops. 

§21. — Simon  Grbllier. — Simon  Grellier,  a native  of  France,  and 
now  a commission  merchant  of  San  Francisco,  was  acquainted  with  Li- 
mantour in  Mexico,  in  1844,  and  in  1848,  and  heard  him  speak  in 
those  years  of  owning  lands  in  Upper  California. 


14 


TESTIMONY  FOR  LIMANTOUR. 


TESTIMONY  NOT  YET  BROUGHT  FOlWARD. 

I have  in  my  possession  a pamphlet  on  California,  pubhshed  by  Cas- 
tafiares  in  1845,  in  his  character  of  deputy  to  Congress,  in  which  he  says, 
“ By  virtue  of  the  ancient  law  of  colonization,  grants  in  every  department 
have  been  made  to  Mexican  citizens  and  aliens.  These  grants  have 
been  made  by  the  authorities  of  California,  subjecting  them  to  the  ap- 
proval of  the  Supreme  Government.”  Now  Limautour  is  perhaps  the 
only  person,  who  held  land  in  California  as  a confessed  alien ; and  the 
only  grants  in  California,  approved  by  the  Supreme  Government,  were 
those  of  Limantour,  and  one  obtained  by  Castauares  liimself. 

John  Cameron,  a policeman  of  this  city,  whom  I have  known  for 
many  years,  and  always  considered  to  be  an  honest  and  estimable 
man,  was  in  Yerba  Buena  in  1847  ; has  infoi-med  me  that  he  heard  of 
the  claim  in  that  year. 


DOCUMENTARY  UVIDENCE. 

I.  The  original  letter  of  Micheltorena  to  Limantour,  asking  for 
money. 


II.  The  original  petition  of  Limantour  for  the  land. 

III.  The  original  letter  from  Jimeno  to  Richardson,  asking  whether 
the  land  was  vacant. 

IV.  The  original  deed  from  Micheltorena  to  Limantour. 

V.  A copy  of  a decree  issued  on  the  7th  October,1843,  by  Boca- 
negra,  for  the  Mexican  Government,  approving  of  grants  to  Limautour 
— past  and  future — the  copy  signed  by  Micheltorena,  countersigned  by 
Jimeno,  and  written  by  Arce.  Another  copy  of  this  decree,  written 
by  the  Chief  Clerk  of  the  Mexican  Ministry  of  Fomento,  and  certified 
by  him  as  a true  copy  of  a document  in  the  Archives  of  his  oflice,  is 
produced. 

VI  & VII.  Letters  from  Don  Mariano  Arista,  President  of  Mex- 
ico, (dated  Nov.  2d,  1852,)  recommending  Limautour  to  the  Governor 
of  California,  and  the  Board  of  U.  S.  Land  Commissioners,  and  stating 
that  his  titles  were  good. 

VIII.  A certificate  from  Micheltorena,  written  May  20th,  1852, 
stating  that  he  had  made  various  grants  of  lauds  in  Upper  California, 
to  Limantour,  in  1843  and  1844. 
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THE  AVERMENTS  OF  THE  ATTORNEYS  AGAINST  LI- 
MANTOUR. 

The  attorneys  against  Llmantour  aver  that  his  title  was  forged  at 
Mexico,  in  1852  ; that  Letanneur  wrote  it ; that  Bocanegra  and  Mi- 
cheltorena  signed  it,  as  principals  in  the  fraud  ; that  Richardson  and 
Abrego  were  present  at  the  time,  and  parties  in  the  fraud,  and  advis- 
ers in  the  formation  of  the  plan  for  getting  the  claim  through  the  U. 
S.  Land  Commission  ; and  that  Gomez  surreptitiously  placed  a forged 
petition,  signed  by  Limantour,  and  countersigned  by  Micheltorena, 
among  the  archives  of  the  Recorder’s  Office,  at  Monterey,  in  1853. 
They  aver  that  Castanares,  .Jimeno,  Arce,  Abrego,  Prudon,  Gonzales, 
Serrano,  Gomez,  Streeter,  and  Keenan  have  committed  perjury,  but 
that  possibly  Mrs'.  Greenhow,  Bonvalot  and  Fricon  tell  the  truth,  since 
Limantour  may  have  been  engaged  all  the  time,  from  1847  till  1852, 
in  getting  up  the  fraud. 


TESTIMONY  AGAINST  THE  CLAIM. 

§ 1. — Augustus  Jouan. — Augustus  Jouan  was  at  the  house  of 
Limantour,  in  Mexico,  in  March,  1852,  and  the  latter  then  showed  him 
four  or  five  titles  to  land  in  Upper  California,  signed  by  Micheltorena. 
One  of  these  titles  was  made  to  Limantour,  the  others  to  other  grant- 
ees. Limantour  engaged  the  witness  to  come  to  California,  and  act 
as  agent  for  his  land  claims.  Jouan  came,  and  in  November,  1852, 
Limantour  arrived  in  San  Francisco,  and  then  showed  to  the  witness 
several  titles  he  had  never  shown  before.  Jouan  noticed  that  the  title 
to  the  islands  in  the  Bay  of  San  Francisco  was  dated  in  1844,  though 
the  ratification  by  Bocanegra  bore  date  in  1843,  and  he  called  Liman- 
tour’s  attention  to  the  fact.  Limantour  seemed  much  puzzled,  and  re- 
quested Jouan  to  scratch  out  the  3 and  insert  a 4.  Jouan  did  make 
such  alteration  at  his  own  room,  in  the  presence  of  Victor  Prudon. 
The  original  grant  in  the  Limantour  claim  for  the  islands  in  the  Bay 
was  here  shown  to  Jouan,  and  identified  as  the  same  one  he  had  al- 
tered. He  testified  that  he  had  never  seen  the  title  from  the  time  of 
the  alteration  to  this  examination.  At  the  time  of  the  alteration  he 
advised  Limantour  not  to  present  the  title  to  the  Board  of  Land  Com- 
missioners. The  titles  shown  to  witness  in  Mexico,  by  Limantour,  had 
the  signature  of  Micheltorena,  but  not  of  Bocanegra  ; and  none  of  the 
titles  shown  to  him  in  Mexico  were  the  same  with  those  shown  to  him 
in  San  Francisco. 

When  Limantour  came  to  San  Francisco,  in  November,  1852,  Emile 
Letanneur  came  with  him,  as  private  secretary.  Jouan  was  intimately 
acquainted  with  Letanneur  in  this  city,  and  Letanneur  told  him  that 
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he  had  filled  out  the  body  of  the  Liraantour  titles,  and  that  he  had  seen 
Mieheltorena  and  Bocanegra  sign  the  papers,  and  receive  money  from 
]ii  man  tour,  and  was  confident  the  money  was  paid  for  their  signatures, 
and  that  he  knew  the  person  who  printed  the  blanks  used  in  the  deeds, 
and  the  man  who  made  the  seal  used  in  stamping  it ; and  that  all  this 
was  done  two  or  three  mouths  before  leaving  Mexico,  (about  August, 
1852.) 

Jouan  was  intimately  acquainted  in  ]\Iexico  with  Mr.  Jacomet,  who 
was  clerk  for  Limantour  from  1851  till  May,  1854.  Jacomet  told  wit- 
ness he  had  seen  Letanneur  write  the  Limantour  titles,  and  had  seen 
Mieheltorena  and  Bocanegra  write  on  them,  and  knew  the  person  who 
made  the  seal  used  on  them  ; and  that  while  Limantour  was  in  Cali- 
fornia, Mieheltorena  wrote  to  him,  as  Limantour’s  agent,  asking  for 
money  on  account  of  the  titles  he  had  made  for  Limantour  ; and  that 
the  forging  of  these  titles  was  a matter  of  common  notoriety  in  Mexico. 

After  having  been  in  California  for  some  time,  and  gone  to  visit  sev- 
eral of  the  ranches  claimed,  he  (Jouan)  “ became  very  suspicious 
about  the  genuineness  of  the  titles  of  Limantour.” 

The  witness  became  acquainted  with  Mieheltorena,  in  Mexico,  in 
March,  1863,  and  talked  with  him  about  the  Limantour  titles.  Mi- 
chel torena  saw  that  Jouan  knew  them  to  be  fraudulent,  and  when  Jou- 
an spoke  freely  about  them,  he  tacitly  admitted  the  frauds.  He  said 
he  had  compromised  himself  greatly  to  serve  Limantour,  and  regretted 
that  he  had  done  so.  Jouan,  when  he  came  from  Me.xico,  brought 
with  him  several  blank  titles,  one  of  which  he  himself  filled  out  as  a 
grant  of  twenty  thousand  square  miles  of  laud,  in  California,  with  the 
name  of  Salvador  Perico  as  grantee. 

Jouan  spoke  often  to  Limantour  about  his  titles,  as  fraudulent,  and 
Limantour  admitted  that  they  were  so,  and  never  objected  to  Jouan’s 
talking  of  them  as  fraudulent.  Jouan  particularly  spoke  of  the  Yerba 
Buena  title,  and  “ it  was  perfectly  understood  between  them  that  this, 
and  all  the  other  of  his  titles,  were  fraudulent.” 

He  (Jouan)  was  the  author  of  a communication  published  in  the 
San  Francisco  Times  mid  Transcript^  Nov.  22,  1853,  signed  with  his 
name,  stating  that  he  had  separated  from  Limantour  forever,  since  the 
preceding  January  ; that  Limantour  had  given  him  a note  for  #20,000, 
payable  out  of  the  first  proceeds  of  the  sales  of  his  land  ; that  “ Mr. 
Limantour  has  since  realised  sales  of  property  of  consideration,  and  he 
has  refused  to  pay  said  note  ;”  and  ending  his  communication  thus: 
“ 1 can  prove  all  the  services  which  I have  rendered  to  him  in  his 
affairs.  I publish  this  information  for  the  public  to  form  an  opinion. 
I personally  depend  on  the  decision  of  the  court,  before  I will  prose- 
cute Mr.  Liraantour  for  the  payment  of  his  note  aforesaid.” 

('I'here  is  not  a hint  of  fraud  in  the  communication.) 

Jouan  testifies : “ About  November,  1853,  1 was  offered  by  Mr.  B. 
Davidson  a sura  of  #50,000,  of  which  #20,000  cash,  was  offered,  if  I 
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would  deliver  to  him  certain  documents  [afterwards  explained  to  be 
blank  deeds  for  lands  in  California,  with  Micbeltorena’s  signature] 
which  were  in  my  power,  and  which  would  prove  the  California  land 
titles  to  be  fraudulent,  and  I declined  the  ofler.” 

J ouan  was  the  author  of  a communication,  published  over  his  signa- 
ture, in  the  San  Francisco  Evening  Journal,  on  the  28th  of  February, 
1856,  stating  that  a few  days  before,  he  had  submitted  in  writing  two 
independent  propositions  to  “the  party  interested  against  Limantour 
claims  the  first  proposition  being,  that  he  should  be  paid  f 20,000, 
cash,  for  “ delivery  of  proofs  now  in  my  power,  evident  proofs  of  fraud 
on  the  part  of  Limantour  and  the  second  proposition  being  that  the 
payment  of  $30,000  should  be  secured  to  him  when  the  claim  was  re- 
jected, for  his  assistance  in  getting  proofs  to  upset  it ; and  adding 
that  if  his  propositions  were  to  be  accepted,  he  wished  to  know  it 
soon,  for  he  proposed  to  go  off  on  the  next  steamer.  He  testified,  “ I 
have  never  made  any  proposition  whatever,  to  any  one,  at  any  time,  to 
prove  anything  against  the  titles  of  Limantour.”  He  never  received 
payment  for  his  testimony  against  Limantour,  nor  promise  of  any. 
The  reason  why  he  declined  Davidson’s  offer,  in  1853,  of  the  $20,000, 
for  a few  blank  deeds,  was  that  he  thought  there  was  enough  proof  of 
Limantour’s  fraud,  without  any  agency  of  his,  and  he  was  afraid  hona 
fide  titles  might  be  injured  by  the  production  of  his  blanks  with  Mi- 
cheltorena’s  signature. 

Jouan  filled  out  the  Salvador  Perico  title,  in  San  Francisco,  in  Jan- 
uary, 1855  ; it  is  now  in  the  hands  of  the  M'^xican  government,  hav- 
ing been  taken  from  him  when  he  was  arrested  and  imprisoned. 

§2. — Francois  Jacombt. — Francois  Jacomet,  a native  of  France, 
was  employed  from  1851  to  1854  in  the  house  of  Robin  & Co.,  in 
Mexico,  of  which  Limantour  was  a partner.  In  July  and  August, 
1856,  he  (Jacomet)  was  chief  engraver  in  the  Post  Office,  in  the  City 
of  Mexico,  and  at  that  time  he  saw  there  S.  W.  Inge,  late  U.  S.  Dis- 
trict Attorney,  at  San  Francisco.  Jacomet  came  to  San  Francisco  at 
the  solicitation  of  Inge,  and  on  the  payment  of  $1,000  there,  by  Inge, 
and  a draft  of  $2,000  on  San  Francisco,  (afterwards  paid  to  him  here) 
— these  three  thousand  dollars  being  for  expenses — and  the  promise  of 
ten  thousand  dollars,  which  Inge  “ bound  the  government  of  the  Unit- 
ed States  to  pay  ” to  him. 

Jacomet  knew  Jouan  in  Mexico,  in  1852,  and  he  and  Limantour 
took  their  meals  together,  and  the  subject  of  their  conversation  always 
related  to  California,  grants  of  land,  etc.  Jacomet  recollects  that  on 
one  occasion  J ouan  said  to  Limantour  that  if  a person  had  a title  for 
land  in  California,  made  in  such  and  such  a form,  he  would  make  an 
immense  fortune  : and  Limantour  remarked  that  he  had  titles  to  land 
in  California,  but  he  had  them  not  in  the  city  of  Mexico,  with  him, 
thinking  them  of  no  use. 
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About  the  end  of  1851,  or  beginning  of  1852,  Limantour  said  that 
he  could  have  had  grants  of  all  the  land  in  California  which  he  might 
have  asked  for,  and  of  the  very  land  where  San  Francisco  was  built, 
for  the  value  of  a hat,  if  he  had  known  what  was  to  be  its  worth.  He 
said  he  had  nothing  except  a tract  of  400  varas,  at  Sonoma,  and  an 
island  oft’  the  coast  of  Lower  California. 

About  the  time  of  the  imprisonment  of  Jouan,  in  Mexico,  on  the 
complaint  of  Limantour,  Jacomet  heard  Limantour  say  that  he  had 
Jouan  imprisoned  for  the  purpose  of  getting  from  him  some  documents, 
on  which  Jouan  had  forged  the  names  of  Micheltorena  and  Booauegra. 

The  Limantour  title,  in  the  Yerba  Buena  case,  was  here  shown  to 
Jacomet,  and  he  testified  that  it  was  written  by  Letanneur,  in  1852. 
About  that  time  Micheltorena  and  Richardson  frequently  came  to  the 
house.  Jacomet  saw  Micheltorena  write  at  a table,  on  which  was  pa- 
per marked  with  Mexican  stamps,  of  a previous  year.  Micheltorena 
frequently  came  to  Liman  tour’s  house,  and  was  shut  up  with  Liman- 
tour, and  afterwards  came  out  with  an  order  to  him  (Jacomet)  for 
money.  Jacomet  saw  Letanneur  write  on  Mexican  stamped  paper, 
and  Letanneur  afterwards  said  to  witness  that  he  had  written  docu- 
ments containing  concessions  of  land  in  San  Francisco,  California. 
Letanneur  told  this  to  witness  several  times.  In  the  beginning  of  1853 
Letanneur  returned  from  California  to  Mexico,  and  wanted  to  obtain 
some  money,  on  Limantour’s  account,  from  Jacomet,  and  the  latter 
refusing  to  pay  it  because  he  had  no  order  to  that  efifect,  Letanneur 
fell  into  a violent  passion,  and  began  to  abuse  Limantour,  and  said  he 
could  denounce  him  as  a scoundrel  and  fabricator  of  false  titles.  On 
one  accasion  (time  not  stated)  a dispute  arose  between  Robin  and  Li- 
mantour, and  the  former  wrote  a letter  to  the  latter,  threatening  to 
denounce  him  as  a “ maker  of  false  instruments,”  and  to  denounce 
“ his  accomplice,  Mr.  Bocanegra,”  and  saying  that  he  (Robin)  knew 
of  the  seal  ordered  by  Limantour,  of  Louis  Prellier,  “to  be  used  on  his 
false  papers  in  California.”  Limantour  showed  this  letter  to  Jacomet, 
and  said  he  had  obtained  a seal,  and  taking  it  from  his  pocket,  showed 
it,  saying  it  was  made  for  Lower  California,  not  Upper  California. 
^Ir.  Prellier  told  the  witness  that  the  seal  was  made  for  Upper  Cali- 
fornia. 

When  the  newspapers,  containing  the  report  of  Jouan’s  testimony  in 
San  Francisco,  against  Limantour,  reached  Mexico,  Limantour  had 
Jacomet  taken  before  a Judge  of  a criminal  court,  and  examined, 
ft'he  Judge  said  to  Jacomet,  “ }’ou  are  brought  here  to  answer  ques- 
tions of  great  gravity,  affecting  the  reputation  of  men  in  high  position 
in  Mexico,”  and  that  “ Emile  Letanneur  had  denied  what  Jouan  had 
sjiid  in  his  testimony.”  The  Judge  asked  Jacomet  whether  he  knew 
anything  about  the  seal.  Jacoinct  replied  that  he  was  acquainted  with 
the  matk'.r  of  the  seal,  but  did  not  wish  to  answer  more  than  suited 
him,  as  he  had  to  do  with  influential  persons,  and  was  afraid  of  being 
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put  in  prison  ; and  he  told  the  Judge  that  he  felt  a terror  of  the  ex- 
amination. He  related  the  storj  of  Prellier  and  the  seal  to  the  Judge, 
and  he  stated  also  that  the  titles  were  false,  but  that  out  of  considera- 
tion for  persons  in  high  position,  in  Mexico,  implicated  therein,  and  out 
of  fear  that  he  would  personally  suffer  for  it,  he  did  not  wish  to  make 
that  declaration.  The  Judge  told  him  then  that  he  might  as  well 
make  no  declaration  to  that  effect.  He  (Jacomet)  was  not  put  on 
oath  in  this  examination,  nor  was  the  record  of  his  examination  read  to 
him,  or  by  him,  before  he  signed  it. 

Jacomet  had  had  hard  words  with  Limantour,  and  had  a suit  pend- 
ing against  the  house  of  Robin  & Co.,  at  the  time  of  giving  his  testi- 
mony. 

§ 3. — John  S.  Cripps. — John  S.  Cripps,  Secretary  of  the  Ameri- 
can Legation,  at  Mexico,  was  present  at  several  interviews  between  S. 
W.  Inge,  and  Francois  Jacomet,  in  Mexico,  and  heard  the  agreement 
that  Jacomet  should  receive  !^1,000  in  cash,  and  a draft  for  $2,000, 
on  San  Francisco,  and  $10,009. 

And  there  was  some  indefinite  talk  about  another  $10,000,  but  there 
was  no  arrangement  for  it ; and  on  these  terms  Jacomet  came  with 
Cripps  and  Inge  to  San  Francisco.  Cripps  himself  received  $800,  to 
pay  the  debts  he  owed  in  Mexico,  and  a promise  of  $10,000  more,  for 
losses  to  be  incurred  by  him  by  making  a voyage  to  San  Francisco  and 
testifying  against  Limantour.  Jacomet  held  a responsible  position  in 
the  Post  Office  in  Mexico,  and  Mr.  Prieto,  the  Post  Master  General  of 
Mexico,  placed  great  reliance  in  his  integrity  and  activity.  He 
(Cripps)  had  spoken  with  a Mr.  Prellier,  who,  in  1852,  made  a seal 
for  Mr.  Limantour,  the  said  seal  being  an  irregular  hexagon  in  shape, 
and  having  on  it  the  words  “ Tesoreria  Departmental  de  la  Alta  Cali- 
fornia.” [There  is  no  such  seal  on  any  of  the  Limantour  titles.  J.  S.  H.] 

§ 4. — Francisco  Sanchez. — Francisco  Sanchez,  First  Judge  of  the 
Jurisdiction  of  San  Francisco,  in  1843,  was  not  called  on  for  informa- 
tion whether  the  land  claimed  by  Limantour  was  vacant.  He  knows 
that  in  1844  Limantour  petitioned  Hinckley,  the  Alcalde,  to  grant  him 
a piece  of  land  within  the  limits  of  his  present  claim.  He  never  heard 
of  the  claim  before  1852. 

§ 5. — Jose  he  Jesus  Noe. — Jose  de  Jesus  Noe  was  Second  Judge 
under  Sanchez,  in  1843,  and  never  heard  of  the  Limantour  claim  tiU 
1852. 

§ 6. — Domingo  Feliz. — Domingo  Feliz  testifies  that  in  1844  Li- 
mantour said  he  had  petitioned  Hinckley  for  a grant  of  land  at  the 
Canutales,  half  way  between  Rincon  Point  and  the  Mission  Dolores ; 
and  that  in  1847  he  told  him  (Feliz)  his  petition  had  not  been  granted. 
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7 Tose  db  la  Cruz  Sanchez. — Jose  de  la  Cr\^  Sanchez,  seve- 
raUimes  Alcalde  of  Yerba  B”™,  ‘'^Je  heard 

:ll“tar»ur  had  petitioned  for  a grant  of  land  at  the 
Caiiutales,  which  petition  was  rejected. 

^8.-rnXEK  T.  SH-acK^-PoterT^^^^^ 

roh1.adSL“lnt^rfll^ 

S'the^  land  business^  and  was  not  a proper  officer  to  mke  report  to 
the  Governor  upon  the  -question  whether  land  was  Yacan  . 

ft  q Benito  Diaz.— Benito  Diaz  is  certain  that  Capt.  Marciel, 
Jo  ^le  Jd,  the  Liinantour  title,  would  not  have  made  such 
:rtn  of  la^fako  as  occur  in  that  title  before  the  Board. 

(.lO-llENEV  S FlTCH—Hcnry  S.  Fitch  tvas  told  by  Robert 
Ridley  thaUhe  land  south  of  California  street  teas  uithin  the  limits  of 
the  pueblo  of  Yerba  Buena. 

11  r.vnnrE  Hyde  —George  Hyde,  Alcalde  of  San  Francisco 
in  1847,  uLrstood  then  that  the 

pueblo  laid.  Part  of  it  “ ' He  ^ n ioke 

“i'^Rlrfsoflr  fechardson  never  mentioned 

the  Limantour  claim  to  him. 

^ 12  —A.  A.  Green.- Alfred  A.  Green  swears  that  Limantour 
admitred  to  him  that  the  claim  is  fraudulent. 

c 1 q T orenzo  Cereza. — Lorenzo  Ccreza  spoke  in  Mexico  with 

Limantour  about  California.  The  latter  said  he^iad 

and  said  nothing  about  owumg  any  land  heie.  This  was  m i 

■ fi  14  -James  11.  BouTON.-James  R.  Bolton  often  spoke  in  Mex- 
ico^ hfl843,  1844,  and  1847,  with  Limantour,  about  his  aftaiism  Cal- 
fornia  ; he  never  spoke  of  owning  land  here. 

. 15.-TIIOMAS  0.  LARKIN.-Thos.  O.  Larkin  was  well  «oquainted 
i;  jbii  J J"and  The  JidTr  the  “oney  and 
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of  owning  any  land  here.  He  (Larkin)  never  heard  of  the  Limantour 
claim  till  1852  or  1853.  Larkin  thinks  he  knew  of  every  grant  of 
land  made  north  of  Santa  Barbara  from  1837  tiU  1846.  Prudon  told 
him  the  Limantour  title  was  forged. 

§ 16. — Hartnell,  Johnson,  Gleason,  Roach,  Jones  and  Hrl- 
LECK. — W.  E.  P.  Hartnell,  Wm.  S.  Johnson,  James  H.  Gleason, 
Philip  A.  Roach,  Wm.  Carey  Jones,  and  H.  W.  Halleck,  testify  that 
they  examined  the  records  of  Mexican  land  grants  at  Monterey,  be- 
tween 1848  and  1850,  but  found  nothing  in  regard  to  any  land  grant 
to  Limantour,  and  first  heard  of  his  claim  in  1853. 


DOCUMENTARY  EVIDENCE. 

I.  — A letter  from  Bonilla,  Mexican  Minister  for  Foreign  Affairs, 
informing  John  S.  Cripps,  IT.  S.  Charge  d’Affaires,  that  he  had  or- 
dered search  to  be  made  in  the  government  archives  in  Mexico  for 
some  record  of  the  Limantour  grant,  or  its  approval,  but  that  none  had 
been  found,  said  search  having  been  made  at  the  request  of  said 
Cripps. 

II.  — A blank  deed  for  land,  on  California  stamped  paper,  with  the 
signatures  of  Micheltorena  and  Pablo  de  la  Guerra. 


IMPEACHMENT  OF  JACOMET’S  TESTIMONY. 

When  the  report  of  Jouan’s  testimony  in  San  Francisco,  against  Li- 
mantour, and  referring  to  Jacomet  as  his  informant  on  some  important 
points,  reached  Mexico,  Limantour  had  Jacomet  taken  before  a court 
there,  and  examined.  All  that  Jacomet  said  on  the  occasion  was  writ- 
ten down,  and  afterwards  read  to  him,  signed  by  him,  and  sworn  to  ; 
so  that  it  took  the  shape  of  a deposition.  When  afterwards  he  came 
to  San  Francisco,  and  testified  against  the  claim,  his  testimony  differed 
so  much  from  that  given  in  his  Mexican  deposition,  that  he  was  ques- 
tioned in  regard  to  that  deposition.  He  testified  that  he  was  not 
sworn  before  the  Mexican  court,  that  his  statements,  as  written  down, 
were  not  read  over  to  him,  nor  by  him,  previous  to  his  signing  ; that 
the  Judge  warned  him  against  trying  to  injure  persons  high  in  position 
in  Mexico  ; advised  him  to  omit  from  his  declaration  before  the  court 
such  things  as  might  offend  influential  persons,  etc.  All  these  state- 
ments were  directly  contradicted  by  Don  Teofilo  Carrasquedo  and  Don 
Ignacio  Torcida,  the  Judge  and  Clerk  of  the  court  on  that  occasion, 
who  appeared  in  this  city  and  testified  in  the  case,  and  they  produced 
the  original  sworn  deposition  of  Jacomet  as  part  of  their  evidence. 
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We  have  now  gone  briefly  over  the  evidence  in  the  case,  and  the 
time  has  come  to  answer  the  question  whether  the  grant  was  made  as 
claimed.  If  not,  it  must  be  a fraud.  The  claimant  must  prove  his 
title  before  he  has  a right  to  the  land ; but  we  are  not  to  presume 
fraud  without  evidence.  Fraud  is  often  committed,  and  the  induce- 
ment to  commit  it  increases  with  the  reward  to  be  obtained  by  success ; 
and  undoubtedly  the  reward  for  a successful  forgery  of  a title  to  the 
land  claimed  by  Limantour,  was  very  great — the  value  having  been 
several  millions  of  dollars  in  1852,  and  probably  $5,000,000  now. 
Since  no  exact  records  Avere  kept  of  the  grants  by  the  INIexican  gov- 
ernment, and  many  of  the  persons  familiar  Avith  Avhat  occurred  here 
tAvelve  and  fifteen  years  ago  are  now  dead,  and  since  ninety-nine  out 
of  a hundred  of  the  people  of  San  Francisco  never  heard  of  the  claim 
before  1853,  it  is  certainly  no  more  than  prudent  that  the  eAudence  in 
its  favor  should  be  examined  very  critically. 

However,  let  us  remember  that  the  statements  of  both  parties  de- 
serve to  be  received  with  equal  suspicion.  If  there  Avere  inducements 
to  commit  fraud  on  one  side,  there  are  equal  inducements  on  the  other 
side  to  charge  fraud.  These  latter  inducements  come  from  the  great 
value  of  the  property  held  by  opposing  claimants,  Avho,  unless  they 
accuse  Limantour  of  forgery  and  perjury,  directly  or  indirectly,  must 
admit  that  he  is  rightfully  entitled  to  the  land  in  question.  And  then 
the  agents  employed  to  hunt  up  and  secure  the  rejection  of  this  claim, 
in  Avhich  case  it  is  said  that  they  are  to  receive  a lai’ge  sum  as  a 
fee,  are  also  interested  considerably ; and  the  laAvyers  in  the  case  have 
a like  interest.  These  opposing  interests  must,  of  course,  be  tak- 
en into  consideration  ; and  the  result  of  a fair  estimation  of  them  Avill 
be  the  conclusion  that  the  inducement  to  charge  fraud  is  as  great  as 
was  the  motive  to  commit  fraud. 

Of  course  the  claimant  must  prove  his  title,  but  I imagine  the  more 
critical  and  particular  the  examinatin  of  his  evidence,  the  stronger  its 
truth  and  force,  and  the  clearer  the  validity  and  honesty  of  the  title 
Avill  appear.  There  arc  tAventy  Avitnesses  in  faAW  of  the  claim,  eigh- 
teen of  Avhora  have  appeared  in  person,  and  the  other  tAvo  by  their  sig- 
natures, Avhich  are  SAvorn  to  as  genuine,  and  admitted  to  be  so  by  the 
opponents  of  the  claim.  Castauares  and  Arcc  knoAV  the  land  Avas 
granted  ; Jimeno,  Richardson,  and  Prudon  know  he  petitioned  for  it ; 
Gomez  hoard  of  the  grant  at  the  time,  at  Los  Angeles  ; Gonzales  Avas 
told  of  it  by  Michcltorena ; Abrogo  kncAv  that  Limantour  Avanted  to 
have  his  claim  confirmed  by  the  Supreme  Government,  in  Mexico,  and 
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Mrs.  Greenhow,  Pico,  Streeter,  Grellier,  Keenan,  Frecon,  Guyol,  and 
Bonvalot  heard  of  it  at  various  times,  from  1844  till  1850. 

Among  these  witnesses  in  favor  of  Limantour  are  all  the  high  offi- 
cials connected  with  the  government  of  California  at  the  time  of  the 
alleged  grant.  There  is  Bocanegra,  who,  as  Minister  of  Foreign  and 
Domestic  Affairs,  had  the  supervision  of  the  land  belonging  to  the  Gen- 
eral Government ; Micheltorena,  who,  as  Governor,  was  authorised  to 
grant  away  the  public  lands ; Castahares,  who,  as  Collector,  had  to 
sign  the  stamped  paper  for  deeds,  and  as  Representative  in  Congress 
should  know  something  about  the  public  lands  at  the  best  port  of  the 
country ; Jimeno,  who,  as  Secretary,  and  Arce,  as  sub  Secretary, 
should  know  the  papers  issued  from  the  Governor’s  office ; Abrego, 
who,  as  Commissary,  had  the  supervision  of  Micheltorena’s  accounts  ; 
Prudon,  who  conducted  Micheltorena  from  Mexico  to  Los  Angeles ; 
Gonzales,  one  of  the  commissioners  to  instal  Micheltorena  into  office  ; 
and  Richardson,  Captain  of  the  Port  of  San  Francisco.  What  better 
evidence  could  a valid  claim  have  ? 

Among  the  documents  filed  in  the  case  is  a letter  which  I have  omit- 
ted to  mention  in  the  list  of  evidences  for  the  claim.  This  letter  was 
written  to  W.  A.  Richardson,  on  the  7th  November,  1843,  by  M.  G. 
Vallejo,  who  says  he  had  received  a letter  from  Don  Manuel  Castaha- 
res, asking  about  vacant  lands  on  the  beach,  at  Yerba  Buena.  He 
remarks  that  Castahares  appeared  to  be  jealous  about  the  large  grants 
made  by  Micheltorena,  and  wished  to  enjoy  the  same  privileges  with 
foreigners.  Vallejo,  speaking  about  a proposed  removal  of  the  Cus- 
tom House  from  Monterey  to  Yerba  Buena,  adds  : “ Whether  the  lands 
be  given  to  foreigners  or  natives,  matters  little  to  us,  after  our  object 
is  attained.  But  it  would  be  better  that  he  should  have  the  land, 
rather  than  strangers.”  And  again  he  says:  “ I understand  that  our 
friend,  the  well-known  Limantour,  who,  you  will  recollect,  wrecked  on 
Point  Reyes,  and  whom  we  helped  to  save  a part  of  his  goods,  with  a 
thousand  troubles,  has  furnished  large  sums  to  General  Micheltorena, 
and  that  if  he  does  not  intrigue,  at  least  he  endeavors  to  obtain  some 
grants  in  that  and  other  places,  taking  advantage  of  the  poverty  and 
scarcity  of  the  revenue  of  the  Treasury  of  the  Department.”  This 
language  shows  conclusively  that  the  writer  had  heard  of  Limantour’s 
application  for  the  land.  Vallejo  has  not  been  called  to  testify  in  the 
case,  but  the  genuineness  of  the  letter  is  not  denied.  This  letter,  by 
the  way,  corroborates  the  testimony  of  Castahares  in  many  important 
particulars. 

The  language  of  Castahares  in  his  pamphlet,  as  I have  quoted  it,  re- 
garding grants  of  land  to  aliens  in  California,  and  the  subjection  of  the 
grants  to  the  approval  of  the  Supreme  Government,  can  scarcely  be 
explained  unless  we  suppose  some  grants,  similar  to  this  of  Liman- 
tours,  to  have  been  made  previous  to  that  time. 

It  is  a rule  of  law  that  witnesses  are  presumed  to  be  credible  unless 
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their  testimony  is  impeached,  or  it  be  shown  that  they  are  interested 
in  the  case.  There  is  no  attempt  to  impeach  any  of  the  witnesses  for 
Limantour,  save  Gomez  and  Prudon,  and  in  both  cases  the  attempt 
•was  a complete  failure  ; but  had  it  succeeded,  it  would  scarcely  have 
weakened  the  claimant’s  chain  of  evidence.  The  witnesses  are  not  only, 
many  of  them,  persons  of  high  position,  but  also  very  intelligent,  and 
possessed  of  good  reputations  ; and  their  testimony  should  not  be  set 
aside,  and  themselves  pronounced  perjurers,  without  some  good  reason. 

Although  there  is  no  successful  attempt  to  impeach  the  testimony  of 
any  of  the  witnesses,  yet  it  must  be  admitted,  in  giving  a fair  statement 
of  the  testimony,  that  three  or  four  of  the  witnesses  are  really  men 
whose  reputations  are  not  good  but  they  are  none  of  them  impor- 
tant witnesses  in  the  case.  As  for  Bocanegra,  Micheltorena,  Jime- 
no,  Arce,  Abrego,  Richardson,  Castanarcs,  Mrs.  Greenhow,  Guyol, 
and  most  of  the  others,  they  are  or  were  pei-sons  of  good  reputation. 

If  the  claim  be  fraudulent,  Limantour  must  be  a forger — a forger 
on  a grand  scale,  and  the  suborner  of  a vast  number  of  perjured  wit- 
nesses. This  is  not  probable.  He  was  wealthy  in  1845  ; in  1852-he 
was  much  more  wealthy.  His  great  wealth  at  the  latter  period  was  a 
matter  of  public  notoriety.  He  was  treated  as  a person  of  respecta- 
bility at  that  period  in  the  highest  circles  of  Mexico.  Micheltorena, 
Bocanegra,  President  Arista,  and  the  French  Minister,  Levasseur,  ad- 
dressed letters  to  him  as  a friend,  or  recommended  him  to  othere  as  a 
gentleman.  Consul  Dillon,  a very  careful  and  able  diplomatist,  re- 
ceived Limantour  as  an  honest  and  respectable  gentleman.  Drouyn 
de  L’Huys,  the  great  Prime  JMinister  of  the  second  great  Napoleon, 
interested  himself  for  Limantour,  and  so  has  done  the  present  French 
Minister  in  IMexico,  Mr.  Gabriac,  and  so  has  done  President  Comon- 
fort. All  these  things  raise  a strong  presumption  against  the  supposi- 
tion of  Limantour  being  a forger  and  perjurer. 

Besides  the  theory  of  the  opponents  of  the  claim  is  absurd  in  accus- 
ing these  witnesses  of  conspiring  in  this  perjury  and  foi-gery.  How- 
ever little  faith  we  may  place  in  official  honesty,  and  particularly  in 
hlexicau  officials,  it  is  yet  incredible  that  such  a combination  should  be 
formed  as  is  here  supposed.  When  men  like  Bocanegra  and  Michcl- 
torena  wish  to  make  money  dishonestly,  they  are  not  compelled  to 
resort  to  forging  old  documents,  in  the  presence  of  a multitude  of  con- 
federates ; they  can  obtain  all  they  need  by  less  dangerous  means. 
Official  favoritism,  awarding  collusive  and  exorbitant  contracts,  the 
rendering  of  unjust  decisions,  and  the  enactment  of  decrees  to  enrich 
favorites,  were  within  the  powers  of  these  men,  and  were  far  more 
suited  to  their  tastes,  if  they  desired  to  commit  official  roliliery  without 
danger  of  detection.  It  is  jirobablc  that  many  high  officials  accept 
bribes  to  vote  for  unjust  laws,  render  unjust  decisions,  award  unjust 
contracts,  grant  unjust  |iardons,  and  such  charges  have  frequently 
been  brought  against  high  public  functionaries  in  tliis  State,  but  we 
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have  yet  to  see  the. cases  where  they  are  charged  with  forming  large 
conspiracies  to  commit  forgery,  and  perjury,  and  subornation  of  per- 
jury. The  forgery  of  ancient  titles,  even  in  a country  where  so  little 
care  was  taken  with  the  records  as  in  California,  is  a dangerous  affair, 
and  liable  to  exposure  by  a thousand  little  accidents,  to  which  men  like 
Bocanegra  and  Micheltorena  would  certainly  not  expose  themselves. 
Men  occupying  high  political  positions,  and  standing  fairly  before  the 
world,  would  not  be  so  wanting  in  prudence  as  to  commit  felony  in  the 
presence  of  a number  of  witnesses,  nor  in  such  manner  that  their  crime 
might  be  exposed  by  all  these  witnesses,  and  by  many  other  persons 
not  witnesses,  or  even  by  minute  circumstantial  evidence,  with  which 
they  could  not  be  familiar ; nor  in  such  manner  as  to  be  compelled 
to  accept  as  confederates  a great  many  persons,  living  far  away  and 
personally  unknown.  Conspiracies  to  commit  perjury  are  common,  but 
they  are  rarely  entered  into  by  men  who  live  far  apart,  and  know  little 
of  each  other,  and  who  have  to  commit  their  crimes  at  great  intervals 
of  time. 

In  the  Limantour  case  the  examination  of  witnesses  extends  through 
four  years  and  a half,  and  after  a pretended  exposure  of  the  whole 
fraud,  men  of  high  position,  and  fair  reputation,  come  forward  and 
swear  that  the  title  is.  good,  thus  recklessly  exposing  their  names  to 
scorn,  and  their  necks  to  the  halters  of  the  Vigilance  Committee.  Hu- 
man nature  is  the  same  all  the  world  over,  and  it  is  incredible  that  Don 
Manuel  Castahares,  an  old  man,  of  strong  sense,  fair  reputation,  holding 
a high  and  responsible  and  profitable  office,  in  Mexico,  would  come 
here  from  that  country,  expressly  to  commit  perjury  under  these  cir- 
cumstances. No  ; however  destitute  of  moral  principle  he  maybe,  he 
could  not  be  bought  to  act  the  rascal  in  so  foolish  and  foolhardy  a man- 
ner. It  is  not  human  nature. 

If  we  suppose  Bocanegra  and  Micheltorena  to  have  signed  the  Li- 
mantour title  in  1852,  we  must  suppose  them  to  have  done  so,  knowing 
that  they  would  be  at  the  mercy,  not  only  of  each  other,  and  of  Liman- 
tour, and  of  Letanneur,  but  also  of  Jimeno  and  Abrego,  and  Richard- 
son, and  Arce,  men  living  far  away,  and  almost  unknown  to  them. 
And  we  must  suppose  that  Limantour,  who  is  a man  of  little  education, 
not  only  risked  his  great  wealth,  which  he  had  in  Mexico,  in  1852,  but 
that  he  paid  much  of  it  away  in  bribes  to  these  officials,  and  came  to 
San  Francisco,  trusting  his  life  upon  the  success  of  legal  frauds  of 
which  he  could  know  nothing,  except  upon  the  assertions  of  others. 
He  not  only  does  so  trust  his  life,  but  when  afterwards  the  principal 
agents,  who  had  committed  the  alleged  frauds  for  him,  are  supposed  to 
have  denounced  him,  and  confessed  all,  he  goes  away,  and  instead  of 
staying  away,  thankful  for  the  chance  to  save  his  life,  he  comes  back, 
still  insisting  upon  the  validity  of  his  title — still  defying  his  opponents 
to  meet  him  in  the  civil  and  criminal  tribunals.  And  the  agents  of 
the  government  and  of  the  people  give  way  before  him,  and  say,  “We 
are  not  ready  to  meet  you.” 
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We  must  also  suppose  that  Limantour  is  so  foolish  as  not  to  be  content 
with  the  sufficient  testimony  of  Boeanegra,  Micheltorena,  Castafiares, 
Jimeno,  Arce,  Gonzales,  and  Prudon,  but  while  acting  under  the  ad- 
vice of  the  most  skillful  lawyers,  goes  round  bribing  and  attempting  to 
bribe  such  witnesses  as  Serrano,  Pico,  Streeter,  Keenan,  Mrs.  Green- 
how,  Guyol,  Bonvalot,  andPrecon.  Now  everybody  who  knows  any- 
thing of  the  Uuv  must  see  at  once  that  the  attempts  to  bribe  so  many 
persons,  and  their  subsequent  introduction  as  witnesses,  w^ould  be  a most 
dangerous  and  foolish  procedure,  after  enough  evidence  had  been  of- 
fered to  sustain  the  claim. 

It  is  particularly  w'orthy  of  note  that  the  attorneys  of  the  govern- 
ment utterly  fail  to  catch  the  numerous  witnesses  for  the  claimant  in 
any  material  contradiction,  though  in  many  cases  the  cross-examina- 
tion was  very  minute  and  lengthj^  and  though  no  effort  has  been  spared 
to  hunt  up  evidence  against  the  claim. 

Now'  let  us  see  what  evidence  has  been  adduced  against  Limantour. 

IVhat  does  this  testimony  against  the  claim  amount  to  ? Jouan  and 
Green  sw'ear  that  Limantour  admitted  to  them  that  the  title  is  fraudu- 
lent. Jouan  and  Jacomet  swear  that  Letanneur  admitted  to  them  that 
he  forged  the  title.  Feliz  swears  that,  in  1844  and  1847,  Limantour 
spoke  of  having  petitioned  in  1844  for  part  of  the  land  now'  claimed 
under  a title  dated  in  1843.  Limantour,  in  conversations,  from  1844 
till  1847,  with  Larkin,  Bolton  and  Cereza,  about  fai'ms  in  Galifornia, 
did  not  speak  about  owning  land  at  Yerba  Buena  ; and  Larkin,  llal- 
leck,  Hartnell,  Francisco  Sanchez,  Cruz  Sanchez,  Sherback,  Noe,  and 
Hyde,  never  heard  of  the  grant  till  1852  or  1858. 

The  testimony  of  Jouan  and  Green,  that  Limantour  had  confessed  to 
them  the  fraudulent  character  of  his  title  is  evidently  deserving  of  little 
credit.  In  regard  to  Green’s  statement,  the  Board  of  Land  Commis- 
sioners say : “ the  witness  does  not  pretend  to  narrate  w'hat  Limantour 
said  in  admitting  the  fraudulent  character  of  the  claim.  * * * * 

The  witness  fails  to  state  what  the  admissions  of  the  party  really  were , 
and  substituting  inferences  of,  his  owm,  gives  his  construction  of  the 
language  in  place  of  the  statement  of  the  party.”  Besides,  from 
Green’s  owm  testimony,  it  appears  that  both  in  the  beginning  and  in 
the  end  of  this  very  conversation,  Limantour  asserted  that  his  title  was 
good.  Jouan’s  testimony  on  this  point  deserves  still  less  credit  than 
Green’s. 

These  “ tacit  admissions  ” of  IMicheltorena  and  Limantour  show  noth- 
ing more  than  that  they  did  not  desire  to  have  disputes  about  their  owm 
honesty,  with  Mr.  Green  or  Mr.  Jouan — nothing  more.  “ Tacit  ad- 
missions,” under  such  circumstances,  are  no  admissions  at  all. 

Jouan  and  Jacomet  swear  that  Letanneur  forged  the  title,  but  Le- 
tanneur is  now’  in  San  b’rancisco,  and  is  ready  to  sw'car  that  he  did  not 
forge  it ; and  has  no  reason  to  believe  it  forged. 

'J'hc  testimony  of  Feliz,  that  Limantour  admitted  having  asked  for  a 
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grant  of  land  at  the  Canutales,  in  1844,  amounts  to  little  or  nothing. 
The  petition  is  not  produced,  nor  can  any  one  testify  positively  that 
there  was  such  a document,  and  what  its  contents  were. 

Little  value  is  to  be  attached  to  the  fact  that  many  persons  in  Cali- 
fornia never  heard  of  the  grant  at  the  time  when  made,  nor  for  years 
afterwards.  Alvarado  swears  that  grants  of  land  were  worth  little 
before  the  American  conquest.  Besides,  the  great  changes  in  the 
population  have  swept  away  most  of  the  few  who  did  know  anything 
of  it. 

The  fact  that  many  persons  who  examined  the  archives  of  the  Territory 
did  not  find  anything  relating  to  the  Limantour  grant,  proves  nothing. 
Serrano  and  Gomez  swear  that  they  did  find  the  Limantour  petition 
among  the  archives  ; and  the  Board  of  Land  Commissioners  say  that 
the  surreptitions  placing  of  the  petition  among  the  archives  would  not 
destroy  its  eSect  as  evidence. 

All  the  evidence  against  the  claim,  save  that  of  Jacomet  and  Jouan, 
w.'is  given  before  the  Land  Commission,  and  after  a full  review  of  it 
in  their  opinion  on  the  claim,  they  say  the  opposing  testimony  is  “ nega- 
tive and  inconclusive.”  The  defense  then  must  depend  entirely  on  the 
evidence  of  Jacomet  and  Jouan,  and  on  the  presumption  of  fraud,  raised 
by  Limantour’s  neglect  to  take  possession  of  his  land  or  publish  his 
claim  to  it,  previous  to  1853. 

J ouan’s  own  testimony  shows  that  he  is  unworthy  of  credit.  He  says 

fie  altered  one  of  Limantour’s  titles  believing  it  to  be  fraudulent ; he 
orged  a title  in  the  name  of  Salvador  Perico,  and  though  he  says  it  was 
his  purpose  to  use  it  against  Limantour,  yet  it  first  comes  to  light  in 
Mexico,  when  he  is  there  imprisoned, — six  or  eight  months  after  it  was 
manufactured.  lie  pretends  to  have  discovered  Limantour’s  frauds 
in  1852,  but  does  not  testify  against  him  for  three  years.  On  the  19th 
November  1853,  he  published  a communication  in  the  San  Francisco 
Times  and  Transcript.,  in  which  he  complains  of  Limantour  for  not 
paying  him,  but  makes  no  charge  of  fraud.  He  swears  that  about 
November  1853,  B.  Davidson  offered  him  $20,000  for  some  copies  of 
blank  Mexican  Land  Titles ; and  he  refused  the  offer.  About  the  18th 
February  1856 — more  than  three  years  after  his  discovery  of  the  alleged 
fraud — he  published  a communication  in  the  Alta  California,  declar- 
ing the  title  a fraud,  and  “ engaging  ” to  procure  abundant  proof  to 
overthrow  the  claim.  On  the  28th  February,  he  states  through  the 
Eoening  Journal  that  he  has  made  a written  offer  to  parties  interested 
against  the  Limantour  claim  to  produce  evident  proof  of  Limantour’s 
fraud,  for  $20,000  cash,  or  $30,000  after  the  rejection  of  the  title. 
On  the  7th  March  succeeding,  he  notifies  the  public  through  the  Even- 
ing Journal,  that  he  is  going  away  on  the  19th,  and  that  persons  want- 
ing to  see  him  on  business  must  call  before  that  time.  And  finally, 
when  examined  on  the  8th  April,  1856,  he  swears  that  his  only  induce- 
ment in  testifying  is  his  desire  to  defeat  claims  so  scandalous.  He 
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does  not  denounce  Limantour  till  after  they  separate  and  quarrel ; lie 
does  not  testify  in  the  case  till  three  years  after  his  discovery  of  the 
fraud,  nor  till  he  has  made  a public  attempt  to  get  820,000  for  his  tes- 
timony. Is  this  the  man  whose  oath  will  suflSce  to  convict  Bocanegra 
and  Micheltorena  of  forgery, — and  Castafiares,  Jiraeno,  Arce,  Rich- 
ardson, Castro,  Guyol,  Pico,  Serrano,  Keenan,  Streeter  and  Mrs. 
Greenhow  of  perjury  ? 

Jacomet’s  testimony  deserves  still  less  credit  than  Jouan’s.  While 
in  Mexico  in  1856,  he  pretended  to  have  such  knowledge  of  the  forgery 
of  the  title,  as  he  knew  was  in  demand  in  San  Francisco  ; whither  he 
came,  and  testified  for  a consideration  of  813,000 — 810,000  over  and 
above  every  reasonable  indemnification  for  expenses  or  necessary  losses 
by  the  journey.  The  great  point  of  his  testimony  is  that  Letanueur 
forged  the  title,  and  Letanneur  is  here  and  ready  to  swear  that  he 
did  not. 

Besides,  it  is  clearly  shown  by  two  witnesses  and  the  records  of  a 
court  that  Jacomet  committed  perjury  in  regard  to  this  very  question 
of  the  forgery,  either  in  his  testimony  in  this  city  or  in  IMexico.  He 
was  examined  in  both  places  on  this  matter  ; the  fully  authenticated 
records  are  before  the  court  in  both  cases  ; they  show  a number  of 
irreconcileable  contradictions  between  the  testimony  of  Jacomet  at  the 
different  places,  and  particularly  as  to  the  main  question — his  knowl- 
edge of  the  forgery  ; and  since  he  must  have  committed  perjury  either 
here  or  in  Mexico,  how  are  we  to  know  m which  place  he  spoke  th^ 
truth  ? It  happens,  however  that  his  testimony  shows  that  he  spoke 
the  truth  in  Mexico.  He  testified  here  that  he  spoke  falsely  in  Mex- 
ico because  he  believed  himself  to  be  in  great  danger  there  ; but  when 
we  examine  the  record  of  his  deposition  there,  we  see  that  while  he  ad- 
mitted that  he  knew  nothing  of  the  forgery,  or  of  any  confession  by 
Letanneur  or  of  any  suspicious  conduct  on  the  part  of  Bocanegra  or 
Micheltorena,  so  far  from  showing  any  fear,  he  spoke  boldly  of  the 
charge  of  fraud  made  by  Robin  against  Limantour  and  Bocanegra. 
The  Avhole  tenor  of  his  answers  evmces  clearly  that  whatever  motive  he 
may  have  had  for  not  testifying  to  some  knowledge  of  fraud,  he  was 
not  governed  by  fear. 

The  attorneys  against  Limantour  did  not  cross-examine  either  Car- 
rasquodo  or  Torcida,  and  the  explanation  of  this  conduct  given  to  me 
personally  by  one  of  the  attorneys,  was  that  they  were  satisfied  of  the 
truth  of  the  statements  of  those  witnesses,  and  thought  any  attempt  to 
detect  them  in  falsehood  would  be  useless.  This  was  equivalent  to  an 
admission  that  Jacomet  had  perjured  himself. 

Thus  we  have  examined,  arrayed  and  weighed  all  the  important 
evidence  in  the  case  ; we  have  seen  that  Limantour  has  a vast  number 
of  witnesses,  including  a complete  chain  of  all  Avho  must  have  had  official 
knowledge  of  it ; most  of  them  testifying  directly  to  something  within 
their  own  knowledge,  and  all  of  them  unimpeachcd.  Against  the  claim 
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the  testimony  is  negative,  hearsay,  indirect,  from  unofficial  persons,  and 
from  persons  whose  testimony  bears  the  confession  of  fraud  or  the  stamp 
of  successful  impeachment.  It  does  not  appear  that  any  of  Liman- 
tour’s  witnesses  have  obtained  more  than  enough  to  pay  expenses  ; two 
of  those  against  him  have  carried  off  $23,800  from  the  pocket  of  Uncle 
Sam.  No  moral  courage  was  required  to  testify  agamst  Limantour  ; 
the  voice  of  the  public  and  of  the  press  was  bitterly  hostile  to  him,  and 
favorable  to  the  witnesses  against  him  ; much  moral  courage  was  re- 
quired to  testify  for  the  claim,  and  this  must  go  to  increase  the  weight 
and  credit  of  the  testimony. 

Several  minor  points  of  law  and  fact  have  been  raised  against  the 
claim ; such  as  that  the  letter,  asking  whether  the  land  was  vacant, 
would  never  have  been  addressed  to  the  Captain  of  the  Port,  and  that 
there  was  no  such  stamped  paper  in  use  in  February  1843,  as  the  title 
is  written  upon  ; but  the  Land  Commission  decided  these  points  in 
favor  of  the  claimant. 

No  new  testimony  has  been  adduced  against  the  claim  in  the  twenty 
months  which  have  elapsed  since  the  confirmation  by  the  Land  Com- 
mission, save  that  of  Jacomet  and  Jouan  ; and  the  former  having  been 
branded  with  perjury  by  Carrasquedo  and  Torcida,  and  the  latter  hav- 
ing shown  himself  to  be  untrustworthy,  the  legal  merits  of  the  case  re- 
main where  they  were  at  the  confirmation  ; or  rather  the  opponents  of 
the  claim  have  shown  that  after  all  their  labor  and  time  employed,  and 
the  expenditure  of  $24,000  cash  in  getting  witnesses,  they  have  been 
able  to  get  nothing  in  their  favor  ; they  have  been  compelled  to  aban- 
don the  theory  of  defense  which  they  have  assumed  ; and  they  have 
forced  Limantour  to  produce  a large  amount  of  new  evidence  which 
adds  greatly  to  the  moral  and  legal  strength  of  his  claim. 

As  for  the  blank  deeds  signed  with  the  name  of  Micheltorena,  they 
prove  nothing,  even  though  the  signature  be  genuine,  about  which  there 
is  doubt.  The  carelessness  of  an  officer  in  signing  blanks  will  not  in- 
validate a genuine  paper  ; nor  does  Limantour  stand  in  more  danger  from 
such  a blank  than  a hundred  others.  It  is  a notorious  fact  that  the 
“ warrants,”  or  “ scrip ’’forged  by  Meiggs,  in  this  city,  were  obtained 
from  the  Mayor’s  office,  and  had  on  them  the  genuine  signature  of  the 
Mayor,  who  expected  that  they  would  be  “ filled  in  ” in  an  honest 
manner.  But  the  existence  of  the  “ Meiggs’  warrants  ” does  not  prove 
that  there  is  no  honest  and  valid  city  scrip. 

The  opponents  of  the  claim  exhibit  a certificate  from  Bonilla,  Mexi- 
can Minister  of  Foreign  Affairs,  stating  that  in  December  1855,  at  the 
request  of  the  American  Charg4  d’  Affaires,  he  had  caused  a search  to 
be  made  among  the  Government  Archives,  in  the  Ministries  of  the  Inte- 
rior, War  and  Foreign  Affairs,  but  nothing  had  been  found,  and  accom- 
panying this  is  a note  from  Manuel  Orozco,  Chief  Clerk  in  the  Minis- 
try of  the  Interior,  stating  that  he  had  scrupulously  searched  through 
the  archives  in  his  office  for  documents  relating  to  the  Limantour  claim 
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but  had  found  nothing.  But  wonderful  to  tell,  this  same  Orozco,  still 
holding  the  same  official  position  on  the  4th  of  June  1857,  certifies 
that  there  is  among  the  archives  of  his  office  a decree  issued  in  1844, 
by  Bocancgra,  as  Minister  of  Foreign  Affairs,  approving  of  grants  of 
land  made  to  Limantour  and  authorizing  Micheltorena  to  make  more 
such  grants.  Both  certificates  from  Orozco  come  with  all  the  legal 
formulas  and  are  undoubtedly  genuine.  Either  the  first  search  was 
careless,  or  the  decree  now  in  the  office,  purporting  to  have  been  issued 
in  1844,  was  fraudulently  made  and  fraudulently  inserted  among  the 
Government  Archives.  The  presumption  is  against  the  fraud,  but  it 
was  unfortunate  for  Limantour  that  if  the  decree  was  always  there,  the 
Clerk  could  not  find  it  in  1855. 

It  will  be  asked  very  properly,  why — if  this  claim  be  good — did  Li- 
mantour give  a note  for  -$20,000  to  Jouan  ? I understand  Lim:uitour’s 
purpose  to  have  been  to  punish  Jouan,  who  had  threatened  to  denounce 
liim,  and  was  attempting  to  obtain  a large  sum  of  money  from  him.  So 
Limantour,  knowing  that  Jouan  had  been  tried  on  a crhninal  charge 
in  Mexico,  and  knowing  also  that  Jouan  had  forged  Mexican  papers 
then  in  his  possession,  for  the  purpose  of  getting  him  within  the  reach 
of  the  laws  of  Mexico,  gave  him  a note  for  $20,000,  payable  to  him 
personally  in  the  city  of  Mexico.  The  bait  took ; Jouan  went,  was 
arrested,  lay  in  prison  for  many  months,  and  lost  the  grant  which  he 
had  made  for  half  of  California  to  that  funny  individual,  Perico.  Jou- 
an may  get  his  $20,000,  but  he  will  have  earned  part  of  it,  if  a man 
can  earn  money  by  imprisonment. 

The  strongest  evidence  against  the  claim,  after  all,  is  that  drawn 
from  the  presumption  that  if  Limantour  had  owned  the  land  from  1848 
till  1852,  he  would  have  taken  possession  of  it  or  given  public  notice 
of  his  title.  But  when  buying,  he  gave  notice  that  he  did  not  wish 
to  settle  on  it ; he  was  doing  an  immense  busirfess  in  Mexico  ; he  was 
a speculator,  knew  his  land  would  not  run  away,  nor  his  title 
become  worthless,  but  must  increase  in  value  every  year ; and  it  is 
even  supposible  that  he  purposely  concealed  his  title  so  that  the  land 
might  be  improved,  and  its  value  thus  increased  Avithout  cost  to  him. 
This  would  not  invalidate  his  claim,  though  it  might  show  him  to  be 
dishonest ; but  for  such  dishonesty,  if  such  it  Avas,  or  for  his  neglect  in 
not  giving  notice  of  his  claim,  he  has  made  ample  reparation  by  offer- 
ing to  sell  at  ten  per  cent,  on  the  assessed  value  of  the  land.  If  his 
title  be  good,  his  price  cannot,  under  any  vieAv  of  his  conduct,  be  de- 
clared extortionate.  But  it  deserves  to  be  taken  into  consideration 
also,  that,  according  to  the  testimony,  Limantour  spoke  freely  of  his 
claim  in  1844  and  1847,  Avheu  he  Avas  in  Yerba  Buena,  and  under  the 
circumstances  he  might  reasonably  suppose  that  every  one  in  the 
vicinity  Avould  be  informed  of  it.  What  need  then  for  him  to  notify 
the  {)ublic  that  he  OAvned  the  land  ? Ilis  claim  Avas  no  secret  al)out 
Yerba  Buena  in  1844,  as  Streeter  and  Richardson  testify,  nor  in  1847, 
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as  Cameron  declares  ; and  how  could  he  presume  that  it  would  grow  to 
be  a secret  in  1850  ? 

The  opponents  of  Limantour  still  assert  that  they  will  soon  prove  the 
title  to  be  forged  ; but  they  have  cried  “ Wolf”  so  often  when  there 
was  no  wolf,  that  I have  lost  faith  in  them.  On  the  ITth  November 
1855,  the  Associate  Law  Agent  made  an  affidavit  before  the  U.  S. 
Land  Commission,  praying  that  tribunal  to  open  the  case,  which  had 
been  submitted,  and  allow  him  to  introduce  “ new  and  important  evi- 
dence, documentary  and  oral,”  which  had  been  discovered,  and  would 
be  produced,  as  he  expected,  without  delay,  to  successfully  impeach  the 
testimony  of  Richardson  and  Gomez  ; to  show  that  in  1847,  Limantour 
acted  as  agent  for  a lot  within  the  limits  of  his  present  claim,  without 
any  pretence  of  title  of  his  own  ; that  in  1847  he  was  a guest  at  the 
house  of  a gentleman  who  held  a number  of  lots  within  the  limits  of  the 
claim  and  had  valuable  im.provements  on  them,  but  that  Limantour, 
knowing  these  facts,  never  spoke  of  his  title  to  his  host ; that  Liman- 
tour was  paid  in  full  by  drafts  on  Mexico  for  all  the  goods  and  money 
furnished  by  him  to  Micheltorena,  in  1843  ; and  that  there  was  a secret 
association  of  men  leagued  together  for  the  purpose  of  forging  grants  in 
this  State,  and  “ that  some  of  this  association  were  connected  with 
the  fraud  of  the  Limantour  grants.”  These  are  a few  of  twenty-one 
different  points  which  the  Associate  Law  Agent  swore  on  the  17th 
November,  1855,  that  he  expected  to  prove  “ without  delay,”  by 
means  of  “ new  and  important  evidence,  documentary  and  oral,”  then 
lately  discovered  ; and  if  in  two  years  he  has  not  been  able  to  prove  a 
solitary  one  of  his  points,  how  long  will  it  take  him  to  establish  the 
whole  list  ? 

These  promises  to  produce  evidence  to  overthrow  the  claim  may  be 
■ made  with  all  honesty  and  sincerity,  but  if  so  they  are  made  blindly  ; 
and  in  no  case  do  they  deserve  credit.  Those  who  make  them,  may 
succeed  in  preventing  the  landholders  from  buying  the  Limantour  title 
— and  that  is  of  course  their  chief  purpose  in  making  such  declara- 
tions— but  it  is  incredible  that  if  they  had  such  evidence  they  would 
not  produce  it  at  once.  Keeping  the  uncertainty  of  human  affairs  be- 
fore my  eyes,  and  knowing  my  liability  to  form  unsound  opinions,  I will 
not  pronounce  it  impossible  that  the  claim  should  be  now  proved  a for- 
gery ; but  the  evidence  of  the  making  of  the  title  and  of  its  approval, 
is,  almost  irrefutable.  It  is  not  probable  that  circumstantial  or  docu- 
mentary testimony,  can  be  discovered  at  this  late  day  to  refute  this 
evidence;  all  the  officers  connected  with  the  Government  in  1843, 
and  necessarily  acqiiainted  with  the  grants  made  at  that  time,  have 
sworn  that  this  title  is  valid  ; and  all  the  testimony  of  other  persons, 
not  in  a position  to  be  familiar  with  such  matters,  that  they  never 
heard  of  the  grant,  amounts  to  nothing.  Or  even  if  it  were  po  sible 
by  the  introduction  of  twenty  witnesses  to  contradict  the  evidence  of 
Castaiiares,  Jimeno,  Arce,  Abrego,  Richardson  and  Gomez,  the  papers 
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would  still  stand,  as  good  upon  their  face,  and  would  be  accredited  by 
those  who  heard  of  the  title  previous  to  1852. 

The  only  position  which  the  agents  of  the  government  can  now  take 
with  any  decency,  in  opposing  the  claim,  is  that  a ti  le  similar  to  the 
one  produced  by  the  claimant,  was  made  by  Micheltorona  in  1843, 
and  approved  by  Bocanegra  in  1844;  and  that,  on  account  of  hanng 
lost  this  title,  or  of  having  found  some  great  defect  in  it,  he  induced 
these  two  high  officials  to  make  a new  title  to  him  in  1852,  and  ante- 
date it  to  the  date  of  the  original  paper.  But  it  would  be  impossible 
to  maintain  such  a position ; $100,000  used  in  the  most  skilful  and 
unscrupulous  bribery  would  not  suffice  to  defend  it.  One  fact  alone, 
though  it  could  scarcely  be  shown  as  legal  evidence,  would  contradict 
s>ich  a theory.  Robert  Greenhow,  wlien  Associate  Law  Agent  of  the 
United  States,  an  accomplished  lawyer,  familiar  with  the  Spanish 
language  and  the  Mexican  land  laws,  having  carefully  examined  this 
title  in  1853,  as  he  was  required  by  his  official  position  to  do,  declared 
to  several  persons  known  to  me,  his  belief  that  the  claim  was  good  ; and 
this  declaration,  coming  from  a person  who  had  examined  the  title  in 
1850,  with  the  thought  of  defending  it  before  the  courts,  and  had  then 
tleclared  it  to  be  good,  implies  that  he  discovered  no  change  in  it,  that 
in  1853,  he  supposed  the  deed  to  be  the  same  which  had  been  submit- 
ted to  his  scrutiny  in  Mexico,  three  years  before. 

I have  thus  attempted  to  give  a summary  of  the  evidence  on  both 
sides,  and  a brief  review  of  it.  For  my  own  sake,  as  well  as  for  the 
sake  of  truth  and  justice,  I have  sought  to  represent  fairly  everything 
that  could  be  said  against  the  claim,  knowing  as  I do,  that  any  unfair- 
ness would  not  fail  to  be  fully  exposed  and  severely  punished  by  the 
newspapers  of  the  city — which,  as  a class,  have  always  been  bitterly 
hostile  to  Limantour.  To  enable  the  public  to  satisfy  themselves  of 
my  fairness,  I have  induced  Mr.  Felton  to  promise  to  place  a bound 
copy  of  all  the  testimony  in  the  case,  in  the  ]\Iercantile  Library. 

Assuming  then  that  I have  treated  the  evidence  foirly — an  assump- 
tion surely  permissible  until  something  be  showm  to  the  contrary — the 
conclusion  of  every  intelligent  mind  must  be  that  the  claim  is  good, 
morally  and  legally,  and  that  the  charges  of  forgery  and  perjury  against 
the  claimant,  are  most  unjust.  And  we  may  be  satisfied  from  the 
past  history  of  the  case,  that  if  Limantour  have  truth  and  justice  and 
law  upon  his  side,  he  will  not  fail,  for  want  of  pecuniary  means,  courage, 
or  able  legal  counsel,  to  obtain  his  rights. 
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HOW  THE  PEOPLE  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO  ARE  INTER- 
ESTED IN  THE  LIMANTOUR  CLAIM. 

For  the  people  of  San  Francisco  the  main  question  about  this  title, 
is — “ How  will  its  confirmation  affect  them  pecuniarily  ?”  Upon  their 
views  of  that  question,  their  interest  in  the  claim  has  heretofore  depend- 
ed, and  will  depend  hereafter  ; and  it  is  a matter,  therefore,  which  de- 
serves mention  in  this  pamphlet. 

The  rejection  of  the  Limantour  claim  Avill  not  necessarily  enure  to 
the  benefit  of  the  present  possessors  of  the  land,  holding  adversely  to 
him.  He  is  not  the  only  claimant  opposed  to  them.  In  addition  to 
him  they  have  to  contend  with  the  assignees  of  Bolton,  Diaz,  the  Peter 
Smith  judgment  creditors,  Sherback  and  the  city  of  San  Francisco. 

It  is  possible,  I think,  that  the  final  confirmation  of  the  Limantour 
claim  will  be  productive  of  very  considerable  benefit  to  the  city  of  San 
Francisco  and  to  her  citizens  generally  ; to  the  former  by  affording  the 
best  means  of  settling  a vast  number  of  disputed  land  titles  ; to  the 
latter  by  freeing  them  from  hostile  claimants  who,  but  for  Limantour, 
would  certainly  get  the  legal  title  to  the  land  at  last,  and  would  de- 
mand prices  much  higher  than  he  offers  to  sell  at.  His  claim  is  the 
oldest  and  most  meritorious,  and  its  final  confirmation  Aviil  settle  all  the 
titles  within  its  boundaries,  and  cut  off  Bolton,  Diaz,  Peter  Smith  and 
Sherback,  which  otherwise  would  create  great  confusion  and  long  liti- 
gation. 

All  of  the  land  claimed  by  Limantour  south  of  the  Pueblo  line,  is 
covered  by  the  Bolton  title,  which  has  been  confirmed  by  the  U.  S. 
Land  Commission,  and  the  U.  S.  District  Court,  and  will  be  finally 
confirmed,  in  all  human  probability,  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
United  States.  The  Bolton  title  was  made  on  the  10th  February  1846, 
to  Don  Prudencio  Santillan,  by  Don  Pio  Pico,  acting  Governor  of  Cali- 
fornia, and  signed  by  Jos6  Maria  Covarrubias,  as  Secretary.  These 
men  are  both  alive,  and  testify  directly  or  indirectly  in  favor  of  the 
genuineness  of  the  title.  The  probability  of  the  final  confirmation  of 
the  claim  is  so  great,  that  the  attorneys  opposed  to  it  admit  they  have 
no  hope  of  securing  its  rejection  unless  the  U.  S.  Supreme  Court  should 
permit  them  to  introduce  testimony  against  it  before  that  tribunal — a 
course  of  which  there  has  been  no  example  in  the  past,  and  of  which 
there  will  probably  be  no  instance  in  the  future.  In  all  human  proba- 
bility, as  I said,  the  case  will  be  confirmed.  Now  which  is  better  for 
the  settlers  on  the  land  covered  by  both  titles — that  Limantour  or  Bol- 
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ton  should  have  it  ? I think  no  one  interested  ■will  hesitate  to  say 
that  he  would  prefer  Limantour.  The  latter  offers  to  sell  his  land  and 
has  been  oTeringitfor  four  years  at  ten  per  cent,  on  the  assessed  value, 
and  he  holds  the  title  in  his  own  hand.  Bolton  has  sold  to  a great 
number  of  speculators  in  the  Eastern  States  ; they  have  paid  high  and 
of  course  as  they  bought  on  speculation,  they  will  not  sell  at  a low  price. 
Besides  their  mere  numbers  may  lead  to  trouble  about  the  title.  As 
the  Limantour  title  is  older  than  the  Bolton  paper,  the  confirmation 
of  the  former  will  entirely  invalidate  the  latter,  so  far  as  the  land  cov- 
ered by  both  extends. 

All  that  portion  of  the  land  claimed  by  Limantour,  west  of  Davison 
street — a street  which  runs  past  the  Lagoon,  and  lies  five  blocks  west 
of  Larkin  street — is  covered  by  the  Benito  Diaz  title,  which  was  re- 
jected by  the  Land  Commission,  but  if  the  anticipations  of  the  present 
claimant  are  well  founded  will  certainly  be  confirmed  in  the  U.  S. 
District  Court.  Much  new  testimony  has  been  introduced  before  that 
tribunal  in  favor  of  the  claim.  The  title  bears  date  the  25th  June 
1846  ; and  is  signed  by  Pio  Pico,  acting  Governor,  and  Jos4  Moreno, 
Secretary.  The  opponents  of  the  claim  allege  that  the  title  was  made 
subsequent  to  the  7th  July  1746 — ^^vhen  the  American  flag  was  raised 
in  San  Francisco — and  antedated.  A large  amount  of  testimony  has 
been  offered  in  support  of  the  title  ; and  although  some  testimony  has 
been  offered  by  the  Government  to  show  that  the  deed  was  made  after 
the  7th  July,  yet  this  testimony  all  shows  that  it  was  made  before  the 
8th  August.  Now  it  is  known  that  at  least  five  grants  of  land  were 
made  after  the  7th  July,  by  Pio  Pico,  and  dated  respectively  the  11th, 
20th,  24th,  and  27th  July,  and  the  1st  August  1846  ; and  perhaps 
there  were  more.  The  fact  shows  that  many  persons  supposed  grants 
made  by  the  hlexican  Governor  after  the  raising  of  the  American  flag, 
would  be  valid.  In  fact  the  idea  that  the  raising  of  the  flag  at  Yerba 
Buena,  should  be  the  end  of  the  constitutional  power  of  the  ^Mexican 
Governor,  did  not  arise  till  long  afterwards  ; and  it  is  conclusively 
shown  that  Diaz  petitioned  for  this  land  before  it  was  granted.  Thomas 
0.  Larkin  bought  the  title  in  September  1846,  for  #1,000,  and  sold  it 
to  the  present  bolder,  Bethuel  Phelps,  for  #50,000,  in  1849.  I am  not 
informed  how  hlr.  Phelps  Avill  sell  Ins  title,  but  it  it  not  probable  that 
he  will  sell  for  less  than  Limantom*.  I'he  Bolton  title  will  leave  little 
to  him,  even  if  the  Limantour  claim  be  rejected,  and  he  must  make  a 
high  profit  on  the  remainder.  In  proportion  to  the  probability  of  the 
confirmation  of  the  Diaz  claim,  is  the  interest  of  the  settlers  there  that 
the  Limantour  claim  should  be  confirmed. 

The  Shcrback  claim  covers  a tract  of  land  half  a mile  square,  but 
there  is  some  dispute  among  the  parties  interested,  as  to  where  the 
boundaries  are.  Some  persons  assert  that  the  claim  lies  on  Rincon 
Point  and  includes  the  dwelling  house  of  John  Parrott ; while  others 
assert  that  it  lies  south  of  the  Vallejo  line.  The  deed  was  made  by 
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Manuel  Castro,  as  Prefect  of  the  District  of  San  Francisco,  in  the  lat- 
ter part  of  1843.  The  present  holders  of  the  claim  say  they  expect  a 
contirmation.  I do  not  know  anything  of  the  evidence  and  legal  merit 
of  the  case. 

The  purchasers  at  various  sales  under  judgments  against  the  city  of 
San  Francisco, — most  of  the  judgments  have  been  in  the  name  of 
Peter  Smith — have  obtained  the  whole  title  of  the  city  to  a strip  of 
land  two  miles  wide,  west  of  Larkin  street,  and  three  wide  south  of 
Johnston  street.  A few  lots  have  been  redeemed,  south  of  Johnston 
street,  but  they  are  as  nothing  when  compared  with  the  whole  body  of 
this  tract.  If  the  Limantour,  Bolton,  and  Diaz  claims  be  rejected,  and 
the  Pueblo  title  confirmed,  the  Peter  Smith  purchasers  will  take  a great 
amount  of  land  ; and  it  were  better  for  the  actual  possessors  that  Li- 
mantour should  get  the  land  than  that  these  men  should  get  it. 

If  the  claim  of  Limantour  and  Diaz  be  rejected,  and  that  of  the  city 
confirmed  to  the  Pueblo  line,  there  will  be  a considerable  tract  belong- 
ing to  the  city  west  of  the  Peter  Smith  strip,  and  actual  settlers  on 
this  tract  may  expect  to  hold  the  land  under  the  Van  Ness  Ordinance  ; 
but  that  Ordinance  is  illegal  and  void.  The  Council  had  no  legal 
authority  under  the  charter,  to  give  away  the  land  of  the  city  ; and 
much  less  any  moral  right  when  the  Corporation  was  deeply  in  debt. 
It  were  far  better  for  those  settlers  to  get  a perfect  title  from  Liman- 
tour,  at  a small  percentage,  than  to  be  exposed  to  the  risks  and  troubles 
which  will  ensue  if  the  city  gets  the  land. 

There  are  about  2000  aci-es  of  land  bounded  by  Pine  and  Larkin 
streets  and  the  Vallejo  line,  to  which  the  only  claimants  are  the  pres- 
ent possessors  on  the  one  side  and  Limantour  on  the  other.  The  ques- 
tion as  to  which  will  get  the  title  will  depend,  after  the  confirmation  of 
the  Limantour  title,  upon  the  view  taken  by  the  U.  S.  Supreme  Court 
of  the  question  whether  the  pueblo  of  Yerba  Buena  ever  had  a fee 
simple  of  the  land  within  her  borders — and  whether  she  had,  in  1843, 
such  a title  that  the  Supreme  Government  of  Mexico  (then  exercising 
absolute  power)  could  not  grant  it  away.  If  the  decision  be  that  Yerba 
Buena  had  a perfect  title  in  1843,  then  the  present  possessors  will  hold 
the  land,  and  lose  nothing  by  the  confirmation  ef  the  Limantour  claim. 
If  the  decision  be  that  Yerba  Buena  did  not  extend  so  far,  or  did  not 
have  a perfect  title,  then  Limantour  will  take  the  land ; and  on  this 
tract  some  serious  detriment  would  undoubtedly  arise  to  the  pecuniary 
interests  of  the  present  land-holders — the  lands  being  very  valuable, 
and  there  being  no  dangerous  opposition,  save  Limantour.  But  the 
law  of  1851,  organizing  the  U.  S.  Commission,  was  designed  to  favor 
the  towns,  and  no  doubt  the  law  will  be  interpreted  in  the  same  spirit. 
Besides  the  higher  Courts  will  be  naturally  disposed  to  afiirm  the 
judgment  of  the  Land  Commission  in  confirming  the  Pueblo  title. 

It  is  said,  with  how  much  truth  I know  not,  that  a large  number  of 
persons  holding  property  on  the  Limantour  claim,  have  formed  an 
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association  and  bound  themselves  to  pay  five  per  cent,  on  the  assessed 
value  of  their  real  estate,  in  case  of  the  rejection  of  the  claim,  to  a 
couple  of  agents  employed  to  manage  the  ofposition  to  it.  Now  this 
five  per  cent,  on  the  land  and  improvements,  is  in  many  cases,  as  much  as 
the  ten  per  cent,  of  the  assessed  value  of  the  land,  demanded  by  Liman- 
tour,  so  that  these  persons  would  lose  nothing  by  the  confirmation — if 
the  rumor  of  such  a contract  be  true. 

Besides  a large  number  of  persons  have  already  purchased  the  Li- 
mantour  title — more  than  a hundred  deeds  being  on  record — and  these 
cf  course  desire  the  confirmation. 

Thus  we  see  that  it  is  clearly  the  interest  of  the  actual  possessors  of 
the  land  south  of  the  Vallejo  line  and  west  of  Larkin  street,  that  the 
claim  should  be  confirmed,  and  it  is  the  interest  of  the  actual  possessors 
on  the  tract  bounded  by  the  Vallejo  line,  Larkin  and  Pine  streets  and 
the  ancient  water  line,  that  the  claim  should  be  rejected.  The  interest 
on  one  side  may  be  weighed  against  that  of  the  other. 

But  whatever  the  good  or  bad  influences  which  the  confirmation  or 
rejection  of  the  claim  may  have  on  the  pecuniary  interests  of  the  city 
and  her  citizens,  all  business  men  may  be  said  to  be  interested  in  know- 
ing the  truth  about  the  claim,  so  that  if  they  should  be  invited  or 
tempted,  as  they  all  may  be,  to  invest  money  in  any  portion  of  the 
land,  they  may  be  able  to  form  some  opinion  of  their  own  as  to  the 
result  of  the  investment. 


DESCRIPTION  OF  THE  YBRBA  BUENA  TRACT. 
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SPANISH  DESCRIPTION  OF  THE  LIMANTOUR  LAND  AT 
YERBA  BUENA,  AS  GIVEN  IN  THE  ORIGINAL  TITLE. 

Desde  la  linea  del  pueblo  de  la  Yerba  Buena,  distante  de  cuatro 
cientas  varas  de  la  casa  fundadora  de  Don  Guillermo  Richardson  al 
sur-este,  comenzando  en  la  playaal  norte-este,  y siguiendola  por  toda  la 
orilla  dando  vuelta  en  la  punta  del  Rincon  al  sur-este  y siguiendo  la 
Bahia  hasta  la  boca  del  Estero  de  la  Mision,  inclusas  las  sampas  de 
agua  salada,  y siguiendo  la  Canada  al  sur-oeste,  en  donde  corre  la 
agua  dulce,  pasando  allado  del  norte-oesta  como  doscientos  varas  de  la 
Mision  hasta  en  donde  completa  dos  leguas  norte-este  y sur-oeste  al 
Rincon,  como  representa  el  diseno  No.  1 que  obra  en  el  espediente. 

2°  Dos  leguas  de  terreno,  mas  6 menos,  comenzando  en  la  playa 
del  estacado,  en  el  fondeadero  antiguo  del  Puerto  de  San  Francisco, 
bajo  el  Castillo,  siguiendo  al  sur-este,  pasando  el  Presidio,  siguiendo  el 
camino  de  la  Mision,  y la  linea  al  sur-oeste  hasta  la  playa  que  corre  el 
sur  del  Puerto,  tornando  dicha  playa  el  norte-oeste  dando  vuelta  a la 
Punta  de  Lobos,  y siguiendo  al  norte-este  por  toda  la  playa  del  Castil- 
lo dos  cientas  varas,  y siguiendo  la  playa  hasta  el  estacado  en  donde 
da  principio  el  diseno  No.  2. 


OFFICIAL  TRANSLATION  BY  W.  E.  P.  HARTNELL,  STATE 
TRANSLATOR. 

“ From  the  line  of  the  pueblo  of  Y'erba  Buena,  distant  four  hundred 
varas  from  the  settlement  house  of  Don  William  Richardson  to  the 
south-east,  beginning  on  the  beach  at  the  north-east,  and  following  it 
along  its  whole  edge  (margin)  turning  round  the  point  of  Rincon,  to 
the  south-east,  and  following  the  bay  as  far  as  the  mouth  of  the  estuary 
of  the  Mission,  including  the  deposits  of  salt  water,  and  following  the 
valley  (cahada)  to  the  south-west,  where  the  fresh  water  runs,  pass- 
ing to  the  north-west  side,  about  two  hundred  varas  from  the  Mission 
to  where  it  completes  two  leagues,  north-east,  and  south-west  to  the 
Rincon,  as  represented  by  the  plat  (diseilo)  No.  1,  which  accompanies 
the  Espediente. 

“ 2d.  Two  leagues  of  land,  more  or  less,  beginning  on  the  beach 
of  the  Estacado  at  the  ancient  anchorage  of  the  Port  of  San  Fran- 
cisco, below  the  Castle,  (Castillo)  following  to  the  south-east,  passing 
the  Presidio,  (Military  Post)  following  the  road  of  the  Mission,  and  the 
line  to  the  south-west  as  far  as  the  beach  which  runs  to  the  south  from 
the  Port,  taking  said  beach  to  the  north-west,  turning  round  the  Point 
Lobos,  and  following  to  the  north-east,  along  the  whole  beach  of  the 
Castle  (Castillo)  two  hundred  varas,  and  following  the  beach  as  far  as 
the  Estacado,  where  begins  the  plat  (diseno)  No.  2.” 
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IIXPLANATIONS  OF  THE  MA^,  ETC. 


EXPLANATIONS  IN  REGARD  TO  THE  BOUNDARIES  OF 
THE  LIMANTOUR,  BOLTON,  DIAZ,  PETER  SMITH  AND 
PUEBLO  CLAIMS. 

The  Limantour  title  grants  two  tracts  of  land.  The  first  tract  has 
its  northern  line  parallel  with  California  street,  and  about  half  way  be- 
tween that  and  Pine  street,  the  bay  for  its  eastern  line,  its  southern 
line  following  Mission  Creek  to  the  vicinity  of  the  Mission,  and  thence 
going  ■ westward  on  the  line  of  Sparks  street  and  parallel  with  the 
north^ern  line  of  the  claim,  extending  to  a distance  of  10,000  yaras  to 
the  -west  from  Rincon  Point. 

The  second  tract  is  bounded  on  the  north  by  the  Golden  Gate  ; on 
the  west  by  the  ocean,  on  the  north-east  by  the  road  from  the  Pre- 
sidio to  the  Mission,  and  on  the  south  by  a fine  which  shall  include  two 
leagues  of  land.  This  second  tract  laps  over  the  first  one  ; and  the 
question  arises  whether  the  two  leagues  of  the  second  tract  are  to  be 
taken  exclusive  of  the  lap.  If  so,  the  southem  diagonal  line  of  the 
Limantour  claim,  as  laid  down  on  the  map,  is  correct ; but  if  the  claim- 
ant is  not  entitled  to  the  two  leagues  in  addition  to  the  first  tract,  then 
the  southern  line  must  run  from  the  Mission  to  a point  on  the  ocean 
north  of  the  Laguna  de  Mercedes. 

There  is  a dispute  about  the  locality  of  the  Pueblo  line  as  described 
by  A^’afiejo.  The  two  ends  are  admitted  by  ail  parties  to  be  fixed,  but 
the  question  is  whether  the  line  strikes  Lone  Mountain  or  a hill  a mile 
and  a quarter  north  of  Lone  Moimtain.  The  Lone  Mouutahi  line  is 
generally  believed  to  be  the  correct  one. 

The  Benito  Diaz  claim  is  bounded  on  the  west  by  the  ocean  ; on  the 
north  by  the  Golden  Gate  ; on  the  east  by  a due  north-and-south  line 
passing  east  of  “ the  Lagoon and  on  the  south  by  a due  east-and- 
west  line,  passing  through  or  near  the  Laguna  Honda. 

The  Bolton  claim  covers  the  whole  peninsula  from  the  A^'afiejo  Ime 
southward  to, the  ranches  of  De  Haro  and  Sanchez. 

The  Peter  Smith  tract  is  a strip  of  land  two  miles  mde  west  of  Lar- 
kin street  and  south  of  Jolmston  street  and  Mission  Creek. 


A LIST  OF  TITLES  TO  LAND  IN  CALIFORNIA  HELD 
BY  LIAIANTOUR. 

Case  No.  780. — Eleven  leagues  of  land,  in  Sonoma  county,  known 
as  the  Rancho  of  Lupyomy.  Date  20th  Oct.  1844.  Rejected  by 
U.  S.  Land  Commission. 

No.  781. — Eleven  leagues  of  land  in  Tulare  county,  known  as  the 
Rancho  of  the  Laguna  de  Tache.  Date  4tli  Dec.  1843.  Rejected  by 
the  U.  S.  Land  Commission. 


CHKONOLOGY  OF  THE  LIMANTOUR  CLAIM. 


No.  782. — Eleven  leagues  of  land  in  Monterey  county,  known  as 
the  Rancho  of  the  Cienega  del  Gabilan  ; granted  to  Don  Antonio 
Chaves,  under  whom  Limantour  claims.  Date  26th  Cct.  1843.  Re- 
jected by  the  U.  S.  Land  Commission. 

No.  784. — A lot  four  hundred  varas  square,  in  the  town  of  Sonoma, 
being  the  site  of  the  old  Mission  vineyard.  Date  20th  Dec.  1844. 
Rejected  by  the  Land  Commission. 

No.  549. — The  Islands  of  the  Farallones,  Los  Alcatraces,  and  Yerba 
Buena,  and  the  vacant  land  on  Tiburon  Point,  north  of  Angel  Island. 
Date  16th  Dec.  1843.  Confirmed  by  the  U.  S.  Land  Commission. 

No.  715. — A tract  of  land  ten  leagues  from  north  to  south,  and 
eight  leagues  from  east  to  west,  north-west  from  Cape  Mendocino, 
bordering  on  the  ocean.  Date  20th  Dec.  1844.  Rejected  by  the  U. 
S.  Land  Commission. 

No.  783. — Si.x  leagues  of  land  in  Los  Angeles  county,  known  as 
the  Rancho  of  Cajuenga.  Date  7th  February  1845.  Rejected  by 
the  U.  S.  Land  Commission. 

No.  548. — Fifteen  thousand  acres  at  the  Pueblo  of  Yerba  Buena. 
Confirmed  by  the  U.  S.  Land  Commission. 

The  whole  amount  of  land  covered  by  these  titles  amounts  to  about 
123  square  leagues,  or  544,000  acres ; which  in  solid  block,  would 
form  a tract  a thirty-three  miles  square. 


CHRONOLOGY  OF  THE  LIMANTOUR  CLAIM. 

1843.  January  3d. — Micheltorena  writes  to  Limantour  for  money. 
10th. — Limantour  offers  to  furnish  money  and  asks  for  the  Yerba  Buena 
grant.  11th. — Micheltorena  orders  that  inquiry  be  made  whether  the 
land  is  vacant.  14th. — Jimeno,  the  Governor’s  Secretary,  addresses  a 
letter  to  Richardson,  the  Captain  of  the  Port  of  San  Francisco,  inquir- 
ing whether  the  land  be  vacant. 

Feb.  25. — Micheltorena  writes  on  the  petition  of  Limantour,  stating 
that  the  land  has  been  found  to  be  vacant,  and  ordering  the  deed  to  be 
made  out.  29th. — The  deed  is  made  out  and  signed  by  Micheltorena. 

April  18th. — Bocanegra,  as  Minister  of  Foreign  and  Domestic  Aflkirs, 
and  the  recognized  representative  within  his  jurisdiction,  of  the  absolute 
power  of  the  Supreme  Government,  writes  his  approval  on  the  deed. 

Oct.  7th. — Bocanegra  issues  a decree,  approving  all  the  previous 
grants  of  land  to  Limantour,  and  authorizing  Micheltorena  to  make 
more. 

1853.  Feb.  3. — The  claim  presented  to  the  U.  S.  Land  Commis- 
sion. 15th. — Deposition  of  Jimeno. 

July  6th. — Dep.  of  Gomez.  14th. — Dep.  of  Hartnell. 
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Sep.  6th. — Dep.  of  Richardson.  19th. — Dep.  of  Arce.  29th. — 
2d  Dep.  of  Hartnell. 

Nov.  30. — Dep.  of  Pnidon. 

Dec.  12. — Dep.  of  Alvarado  and  Graham. 

1854.  Feb.  20th. — Dep.  of  Jos4  Castro. 

April  13. — Dep.  of  Wm.  S.  Johnson. 

Sept.  21. — Dep.  of  J.  H.  Gleason. 

Oct.  19th. — Dep.  of  Rafael  Sanchez.  13th. — Dep.  of  Abrego. 

Nov.  11. — Dep.  of  Larkin. 

Dec.  1st. — Dep.  of  Gonzalez.  23d. — 2d  Dep.  of  Gomez. 

1855.  January  18. — Deps.  of  Richardson  and  Whitchei*.  19th. — 
Dep.  of  Mai'ks. 

March  7th. — Dep.  of  J.  S.  Evans.  9th. — Dep.  of  Hoadley.  12th. 
— Case  submitted. 

Nov.  27. — Case  opened,  on  motion  of  the  U.  S.  Law  Agent.  30th. 
— Deps.  of  Francisco  Sanchez,  Domingo  Feliz,  P.  A.  Roach  and  H. 
C.  Clarkson. 

Dec.  3d. — Dep.  of  Noe.  4th. — Deps.  ofLeon,  Cruz  Sanchez,  Flem- 
ing, Sherback,  Fitch,  Diaz,  B.  DaHdson,  H.  W.  Halleck,  Cereza,  T. 
0.  Larkin,  John  Parrott,  James  Bowman,  Wm.  R.  Satterlee,  J.  S. 
Thompson,  J.  R.  Bolton,  Francisco  Sanchez,  George  Hyde,  R.  C.  Hop- 
kins, J.  A.  Clarke,  W.  C.  Jones,  Isaac  Marks  and  A.  A.  Green. 
8th. — Dep.  of  Florencio  Serrano.  17th. — Case  resubmitted. 

1856.  January  22. — Claim  confirmed  by  the  U.  S.  Land  Com- 
mission. Appealed  to  the  U.  S.  District  Court. 

April  12. — Dep.  of  Auguste  Jouan. 

Dec.  9th. — Letanneur’s  alleged  confession  before  the  Grand  Jury 
of  the  county.  10th. — Indictment  of  Limantour  for  forgery  and  per- 
jury. 30th. — Dep.  of  Francois  Jacomet. 

1857.  January  17th.  Dep.  of  John  S.  Cripps. 

July  21. — Dep.  of  Mrs.  Greenhow.  22d. — Dep.  of  Louis  Bonvalot. 
23d. — Dep.  of  Wm.  A.  Streeter. 

Aug.  5th. — Dep.  of  Claudius  Frecon.  7th. — Dep.  of  James  Kee- 
nan. 8th. — Dep.  of  Manuel  R.  Castro.  11th. — Dep.  of  Manuel 
Castanares. 

Sept.  8th. — Dep.  of  Teofilo  Carrasquedo.  17th. — Dep.  of  Ignacio 
Torcida. 

Remarks. — This  chronology  shows  that,  in  my  summary  of  the 
evidence,  I have  omitted  to  mention  many  witnesses,  but  the  reason  is 
that  their  testimony  has  no  weight  in  the  case.  It  shows  also  the 
great  intervals  between  the  times  when  the  depositions  of  the  principal 
witnesses  for  Limantour  were  taken — a method  of  procedure  not  con- 
sistent at  all  with  the  theory  of  a conspiracy  among  them  to  commit 
perjury.  In  such  case  the  testimony  would  be  hurried  through  befox’e 
the  witnesses  could  forget  tlie  plan  or  break  off  from  it  out  of  discon- 
tent. 
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